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PREFACE 


India and the United States have much in common. Lib- 
berty, democracy, national independence, and respect for 
the individual, are ends to which both countries are dedi- 
cated. Each strives for the maintenance of world peace and 
creation of the kind of world in which every people can 
pursue these ends in its own way. Sharing many common 
aims and values, India and the United States also differ in 
significant ways in their character, experience, and imme- 
diate circumstances. In its ten years of independence India 
has faced, and continues to face, vast problems of political 
organization, economic development, and the assumption 
of an independent role in world affairs. During the same 
decade the United States has found itself more deeply in- 
volved in international affairs than ever before in its his- 
tory. Inevitably, then, there are important divergences in 
the policies of India and the United States even when they 
seek similar ends. An inescapable consequence has been 
criticism in each country of the other’s methods and mo- 
tives. 

Some of the differences between these two friendly na- 
tions are due to ignorance and misunderstanding, some 
result from divergent appraisals of the problems they face, 
and some reflect real, if limited, conflicts of interest. Study, 
discussion, and the exchange of views, cannot resolve all 
these differences, but they can help to remove some and 
clarify the nature of others. It was to help in this impor- 
tant process that the Council on Foreign Relations, of New 
York, and tlic Indian Council of World Affairs, of New 
Delhi-two private, non-profit organizations, devoted to 
the study of international affaits— undertook an examina- 
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tion of relations between India and the United States. The 
study was concerned with both agreement and differences, 
not only in the direct relations of the two countries but 
also in the relation of each to world problems affecting 
them both. This book, which grew out of the study, is 
dedicated to broadening and deepening die understanding 
by Indians and Americans of these matters: their common 
interests and differences, die policies of both countries, and 
tbe reasons for them. 

The proposal for a cooperative study of Indian-Ameri- 
can relations had its origin in conversations that took 
place in 1953 between Dr. A. Appadorai, then Secretary- 
General of the Indian Council of World Affairs, and Mr. 
■Walter H. Mallory, Executive Director of the Council on 
Foreign Relations. Early in the next year the two organiza- 
tions agreed on a plan of work and in the fall of 1954 study 
groups began their deliberations in New York and New 
Delhi. The first task of each group was to analyze major 
aspects of the other country’s foreign policy. Papers on an 
agreed list of topics were exchanged and subjected to criti- 
cism and comment by the other group. 

This method, which had already been used by the Coun- 
cil on Foreign Relations and the Royal Institute of Inter- 
national Affairs for a study of Britisb-American relations, 
is arduous but enlightening. The continuing exchange of 
information, opinion, and criticism sharpens the areas of 
agreement and disagreement by subjecting the policies of 
each nation to the critical gaze of the other. Each group 
requires full and accurate data and a clear presentation of 
issues to form its judgment. In India the responsibility 
for preparing this material fell on Dr. Appadorai and his 
successor, Sundar Lai Poplai. The Council on Foreign Re- 
lations entrusted this work to Phillips Talbot, Executive 
Director of the American Universities Field Staff, who teas 
assisted throughout the study by Marina Salvin Finkel- 
stein. Both groups also drew on papers prepared by out- 
side experts on certain subjects. 

To facilitate the exchange of views, Mr. Talbot spent 
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several weeks in New Delhi during 1955. Then, in June 
1 955, five members of the Indian group came to the United 
States for a five-day conference with members of the Ameri- 
can group at Endicott House in Dedham, Massachusetts. 
Mr. Poplai spent the rest of the summer in New York 
working closely with Mr. Talbot and Mrs. Finkelstcin. 
Utter the two authors were able to confer frequently thanks 
to a year’s visit to India and Pakistan that Mr. Talbot 
made on behalf of the American Universities Field Staff. 
The members of the two study groups were: 

Indian Council of World Affairs 

®A. Appadorai, Director of the Study Group 

Director, Indian School of International Studies, 
New Delhi; formerly Secretary-General, Indian 
Council of World Affairs 
G. L. Bansal 

Secretary-General, Federation of Indian Chambers 
of Commerce and Industry, New Delhi 
E. P. W. da Costa 

Editor, The Eastern Economist, New Delhi 
D. R. Gadgil 

Director, Gokhale Institute of Politics and Eco- 
nomics, Poona 
N, V. Gadgil 

Vice-Chairman, State Bank of India; formerly Mem- 
ber of Parliament (Congress Party) 

B. N. Ganguli 

Director, Delhi School of Economics, University of 
Delhi 

*A. D. Gorwala 

Administrative Consultant and Journalist; formerly 
of the Indian Civil Service 
K. P. Karunakaran 

Lecturer, Indian School of International Studies; 
formerly Research Associate, Indian Gouncii of 
World Affairs 

* auctuitd conference in DedliRin 
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S. V. Kogekar 

Head of the Department of Political Science, Fergu- 
son College, Poona 
•Asoka Mehta 

Formerly Member of Parliament (Praja Socialist 
Party) 

V. K. N. Menon 

Director, Indian Institute of Public Administration; 
formerly Professor of Political Science, University of 
Patna 

K. M. Panikkar 

Ambassador to France; formerly Member, Indian 
States Reorganization Commission 
*S. L. Poplai 

Secretary-General, Indian Council of World Affairs 
*V. K. R. V. Rao 

Vice-Chancellor, University of Delhi; formerly Di- 
rector, Delhi School of Economics 

Council on Foreign Relations 
•Arthur H. Dean, Co-Chairman 

Partner, Sullivan and Cromwell; formerly Special 
United States Ambassador to Korea 
• Henry M. Wriston, Co-Chairman 

President, Council on Foreign Relations; President, 
The American Assembly, Columbia University; for- 
merly President, Brown University 
Chester Bowles 

Formerly Ambassador to India 
•William Diebold, Jr. 

Director of Economic Studies, Council on Foreign 
Relations 
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Research Assistant, Council on Foreign Relations 
•Nevil Ford 

Director and formerly Senior Vice-President, First 
Boston Corporation 
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Wc wish to express our thanks and that of our respective 
Councils to these men who gave so much of their time, 
energy, and wisdom to this long and often rather strenuous 
process. They have contributed much to this study but they 
have not reviewed the manuscript of this book and bear no 
responsibility for it or for the views expressed by the 
authors. 

From the beginning it was our hope that the cooperative 
study would lead to a joint publication. That this hope 
has been realized is due largely to the ability, hard work, 
and tact of the two authors and of Mrs. Finkelstein, who 
worked closely with them during the sixteen months from 
the end of the Dedham conference to the time the manu- 
script went to press. 

The task assigned to the authors was a most difficult one. 
They write on their own responsibility, yet as collaborators 
neither could write exactly the book he would have writ- 
ten alone. They are not spokesmen for the study groups 
or the two Councils, yet since their book grows out of the 
cooperative study they have tried to take account of the 
views expressed in the course of it. They have tried to 
identify areas of agreement and disagreement in the poli- 
cies and attitudes of the two countries without either 
magnifying differences or straining to find consensus where 
it does not exist. They write for two main audiences: the 
people of India and of the United States. Therefore they 
have had to keep constantly in mind the differences be- 
tween what is common knowledge in each country. Inevi- 
tably, some readers in both India and the United States 
will find some of the information in this book very fa- 
miliar, but they must bear in mind that there are others 
to whom the data are new and necessary. Not the least of 
the hurdles in the way of the two authors was the fact that 
their manuscript had to pass the review of committees in 
both Councils. Thus the form and scope of the book have 
been dictated by its origins and purpose. The authors have 
justified the confidence placed in them by the two Coun- 
cils. Overcoming many difficulties of subject and circum- 
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stance, they have produced a book that thro tvs light on 
Indian- American, relations and frankly faces the major 
Issues that join or divide the two countries. The special 
significance of the book is that it is a joint product grow- 
ing out of a cooperative study. 

Sundar Lai Poplai, the Indian author, is Secretary-Gen- 
eral of the Indian Council of World Affairs, Managing 
Editor of India Quarterly , and Editor of Foreign Affairs 
Reports and Indian Affairs Record . He has studied at the 
Universities of Delhi, London, and Cambridge and has 
taught history and political science at the University of 
Delhi. He has written and edited numerous articles, books 
and pamphlets. Phillips Talbot, the American author, be- 
gan his study of Indian affairs in 1938. Since then he has 
spent some ten years in India as foreign correspondent, 
United States naval officer, fellow of the Institute of Cur- 
rent World Affairs, and most recently as Executive Direc- 
tor of the American Universities Field Staff. He has stud- 
ied at Aligarh University, and has spent considerable time 
in the villages of India as well as in its large cities. In addi- 
tion to writing extensively about Indian affairs, Mr. Tal- 
bot has taught courses on South Asia at the University of 
Chicago and at Columbia University. 

The Indian Council's participation in this work was 
made possible by a grant from the Rockefeller Foundation. 
The Council on Foreign Relations drew on research funds 
provided by the Rockefeller and Ford Foundations and 
the Carnegie Corporation. 

The Council on Foreign Relations is very grateful to 
the American Universities Field Staff for making It pos- 
sible for Mr. Talbot to devote art important pan of his 
rime to this study. 

Although the name of Marina Finkclstein docs not ap- 
pear on the title page of this book, we recognize, as do the 
authors, the key role she played in its preparation. Her 
many contributions were essential to the success, and in- 
deed the completion, of this study. 

Finally wc are sure dun we speak For all the members of 
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die study groups when we express the thanks of each to all 
the others, Indian and American, and to the authors of 
this book, for die understanding we have all gained in the 
course of this work. This understanding, of differences as 
well as of agreement, stands, with this book, as a lasting 
product of diis cooperative endeavor. 

A. Afpadorai 
Arthur H. Dean 
Henry M. Wriston 
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Chapter 1 


INTRODUCTION 


In 1945— when World War II ended—India and the 
United States were virtual strangers to one another. India 
was still under British rule, its energies concentrated in- 
ward on the fight for independence, its foreign contacts 
limited. The United States was one of the major powers, 
with global interests, its energies engrossed in the shaping 
of a world peace in which India was not one of the 
outstanding problems. Nor had the Indians and Amer- 
icans had much contact in the past. The American peo- 
ple did, it is true, have some memory of clipper ship 
trade with India and some knowledge of missionary activ- 
ities there. Many had followed with sympathy the long In- 
dian struggle against British domination— a struggle which 
for some had awakened echoes of the earlier American 
fight for independence. But close contacts between India 
and die American republic had not been possible nor in- 
deed particularly wanted, 

Today neither India nor the United States could ignore 
each other even if either so desired. Each country wields im- 
portant influence in world affaiis— even though die influ- 
ence of each differs inherently from that of the oilier. The 
major foreign policies of both touch and on occasion clash 
with each other. And the future role of each radon will 
affect the core interests of the other. Since 1947, and par- 
ticularly since 1950, the two peoples have been groping 
toward a clearer knowledge of each other, toward greater 
respeu, and on occasion toward closer cooperation. Taken 

i 
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in very broad outline this process has been not unsuccessful 
and in many basic matters relations between the two na- 
tions have been friendly. At the same time India and the 
United States have been divided, on occasion bitterly, in 
their estimates of each other’s intentions and over major 
problems of policy. 

Both in India and the United States many thoughtful 
persons have been distressed at the misunderstanding and 
resentment that have followed these differences. Their 
common hopes for better relations between the two na- 
tions are based on the belief that the issues between them 
have been exaggerated through ignorance on both sides 
or that they arc on the whole neither insoluble nor such 
that they cannot— many of them— be "lived with” without 
vital harm to basic national interests. They are convinced 
also that the two peoples share a common ground of hu- 
man aspirations, historical development and hopes for the 
future on which a broader basis for cooperation can be 
constructed. It is to the joint and positive discussion of 
present and future foreign policy issues between the two 
countries that this volume is devoted. 

Direct Indian-American relations began in an atmos- 
phere of mutual sympathy. During the war President 
Roosevelt had lent America’s moral support to the Indian 
struggle for independence. For this Indian leaders were 
grateful. They wanted to see the growth of friendly rela- 
tions between a free India and the United States. Even be- 
fore the transfer of full power to Indian hands and while 
he was still a member of Lord Wav-ell's interim govern- 
ment of 1946, Jawaharlal Nehru was eager to establish dip- 
lomatic relations. Ambassadors were first exchanged in Oc- 
tober 1946. And the United States was die first country 
outside the Commonwealth that Nehru visited after be- 
coming Prime Minister. The process of becoming ac- 
quainted has continued at a brisk pace since then, through 
vasdy increased contacts on many levels. 

These increased contacts have not unnaturally disclosed 
both similarities and differences between die two peoples. 
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Because quite frequently the differences have tended to 
obscure the similarities in experience that the two peoples 
share, it will be valuable to sketch in now the positive fac- 
tors in the relationship in order to provide a firm back- 
ground for the subsequent discussion of divisive issues. 
Thus for example— notwithstanding differences in the cir- 
cumstances of American and Indian independence move- 
ments— both countries have experienced the fervor of na- 
tionalism and of democratic ideals. The same sentiments 
that brought liberty to eighteenth-century America also 
inspired the leaders of the Indian National Congress 
throughout their struggle; the American Declaration of In- 
dependence made a profound impression on the Indian 
patriots. Furthermore there is much similarity between 
the tone of early American and present-day Indian policy. 
The keen, single-minded and impatient interest of the 
early generations of Americans in the independence of 
other colonial areas, particularly in Central and South 
America, was much like the tone in which Indians now 
criticize colonialism wherever it exists in Asia and Africa. 
And the assertive, cocky and suspicious attitude of early 
American policy-makers— as much an overflow of national- 
ist fervor and distrust of colonial powers as a reaction to 
painful memories of earlier European domination— strikes 
a familiar tone in Indian ears. India is today experiencing 
similar feelings. Thus Nehru is suspicious, as was George 
Washington, of ""the insidious wiles of foreign influence’* 
and has refused to interweave the destiny and entangle die 
peace and prosperity of his people "in die toils of European 
ambition and rivalry.” 

There are sharp differences, oF course, between India's 
current deep involvement in world affairs and the relative 
isolation of early America, but the desire for nonalign- 
ment in an early period of national growth has had sim- 
ilar roots in both countries. In its first decades the United 
States was largely taken up with die tasks of building its 
federal system, of protecting its borders from the incursions 
of die American Indian tribes and from the encroach- 
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merits of European colonial ambitions. It was also con- 
cerned with freeing its commerce from the interference of 
European regulations and restrictions and with developing 
its resources, material and human. In mid-twentieth cen- 
tury, India too has been challenged by the difficult prob- 
lems of simultaneously consolidating a fiscal, civil and mil- 
itary structure weakened through partition, of integrating 
die domains of more dian five hundred princely states into 
the Republic, of laying the foundations for a more viable 
economy and of protecting its borders from outside threats. 
Along widi the desire to avoid international entangle- 
ments, both post-Revolutionary America and present-day 
India have shown no hesitation in lecturing odier states on 
matters outside their own zones of responsibility while 
diey diemselves pursued national interests— the westward 
march for the United States, Kashmir and the French and 
Portuguese “pockets” in the Indian case— widi determina- 
tion and vigor and widi the clear purpose of gaining dieir 
full objectives, without compromise. 

These parallels in the history of the two countries— 
which are not vitiated by the sharp contrasts between the 
circumstances and outlook of eighteenth-century America 
and modem India— serve to highlight the similarities in 
the early revolutionary experience of the nations. They 
also suggest some of the preoccupations that have directed 
India along much die same route diat the United States 
took in its first decades. By recalling earlier American atti- 
tudes they may make it easier for many Americans to recog- 
nize some of the emotional force diat inspires current In- 
dian policies. On die odier hand, a look back at the evolu- 
tion of American policies since those early days may help 
Indians to understand that die perspective of time and 
mood within which current Indian policies have taken 
shape is itself likely to change over die years and with 
shifting circumstances. 

It is in basic political creeds as well as in the sim- 
ilarity of certain basic goals that the general compati- 
bility of American and Indian long-term interests stands 
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■out most dearly. In an age of widespread totalitarian* 
ism the governments of both countries seek to hold to 
the traditions of civil rights and governmental concepts 
that they inherited to a large degree from the British. Both 
have in their internal policies rejected the concepts and 
practices of communism. Liberty and the pursuit of happi- 
ness by the individual are the common ideals in India and 
the United States; both attempt to uphold them against 
those who would make the individual a tool of state power 
exercised in the name of an overriding class, community 
or creed. In both the welfare of the individual is the major 
goal of state and private action, although the proportions 
in which such action is blended vary considerably in the 
two countries. 

„ In their governmental structure both India and the 
United States are committed to the principle that the state 
may act only with the consent of the governed and to the 
practice that this consent shall be expressed through the 
interaction of contending political parties and through 
free elections. In both nations civil power dominates the 
military. The activities of a free press and of an independ- 
ent judiciary empowered to examine the constitutionality 
of government action ensure that the constitutional guaran- 
tees and fundamental rights have vigilant guardians. In 
both countries there is a public opinion interested in gov- 
ernment action— a public opinion which is not neces- 
sarily united in its estimates and criticisms of such action. 
Although the range of critical opinion is more extensive 
in the United States, the Indian scene also shows signs 
of the growth of dissent, even within the Congress party 
itself. Thus for example in matters involving policy toward 
Pakistan the government is often criticized for the policies 
adopted. And in the case of the Hungarian uprising the 
government found itself urged on to take a somewhat 
stronger stance than it had in the first few days by the 
expression of strong criticism within die Congress and the 
Parliament as well as from the newspapers and private or- 
ganizations. 
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Without overdrawing the picture, it is clear that India 
and the United States share a political heritage and hold 
in common certain basic assumptions and concepts. These 
can, in spite of real differences in experience, help cement 
general Indian-American contacts and on occasion smooth 
their negotiations on policy. 

Even in the very controversial field of economic organi- 
zation there are parallels which underlie the differences be- 
tween the two countries. True, in India the state already 
plays a mudi more comprehensive role in economic activ- 
ities than would be acceptable to most Americans except 
perhaps in a time of national emergency. In India the 
state does not hesitate to enter into economic activities if 
it deems such action necessary in the "public interest” or 
to guide them in detail if it feels such guidance to be re- 
quired by the needs of India’s growth. Furthermore, the 
leaders of India speak of a "socialistic pattern of society" 
of a fairly undefined outline in which the state will be 
committed to take the leading part in economic guidance 
and activity. At the same time it is important to remember 
that much private enterprise continues to operate and to 
expand its activities and that in a number of directions the 
state has definitely encouraged the growth of the private 
sector. Furthermore, although of course there are nu- 
merous differences, in India as in the United States there 
is not the severe regimentation of the capitalist, the worker 
or the consumer that is the hallmark of a totalitarian sys- 
tem. The first concern of both countries is to improve the 
standard of living of its people and to widen the horizon 
of opportunities open to them. On the vital principle of 
making the individual the touchstone of social organiza- 
tion there is no fundamental difference between the two 
countries. It runs like a thread through all their policies, 
no matter how unlike they may be in matters of emphasis 
and detail. 

Differences in the Indian and American roles in world 
affairs arise naturally from the two countries’ domestic 
situations and capacities, from the threats to national in- 
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tcrests that they perceive, and from the tasks; that are en- 
gaging their attention. Perhaps most vital in determining 
the posture of the two nations in foreign affairs are the 
differences in national psychology— if tins term can be 
used to describe the complex of each people's memory of 
its recent experience, the way it applies if* cultural values 
to the solution of current problems, and the manner in 
which it assesses both the threats confronting the nation 
and the opportunities open to it. The effect of tin's com- 
plex of memories and attitudes will be apparent through- 
out tills discussion. 

The economic potential of each nation also is impor- 
tant in determining the priorities of policy as well as in 
limiting and shaping the means that are available to imple- 
ment diem. As an advanced industrial nation with one of 
the highest per capita incomes in the world, with huge 
developed resources and a highly trained labor force, the 
United States was not only able to assume the role of the 
“arsenal of democracy” in two world wars hut also to help 
twice in the reconstruction of the shattered European econ- 
omies. Its enormous capital resources and its capacity to 
produce new capital as well enabled it to divert large 
funds to unlocking the secrets of nuclear energy for man’s 
use in peace or war. The lesson it learned from its attempt 
between the two wars to remain aloof from international 
politics and die alarming shape of the postwn* world drew 
the United States after 1945 to assume a new and wider 
role of participation which it was often able to back up 
With the necessary resources and strength.^ 

- India also lias exerted its influence but K * s of a different 
nature and has made itself felt in different ways. India ris 
die -most populous non-Coimnunist nation and has Jin - 
important strategic position. Because of the leadership, it 
has taken in -'.trying to .meet the ''revolution of rising ex- ; 
pccia lions” through democratic methods and because .of. ; 
;die - favor— for whatever reasons— which I^ foreigri policy. 
of honentangleihent has found among, a pumberipf Asian 
and Afn^'^at^vindia ; ,.liwyfo r -sortie purposes •: assumed v 
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a leading role among Asian states and in world forums 
as well. 

At the same time India is not a fully developed coun- 
try. It lacks as yet a firm base from which to initiate or 
sustain without foreign aid a program of economic growth 
that could adequately meet the increasing expectations of 
the people and the government. India has a very low per 
capita income and a slow rate of capital accumulation. 
About seventy per cent of its people still depend for their 
livelihood on a system of agriculture that is carried on 
mainly with obsolete techniques and which is subject to 
the vagaries of the monsoon. Although the last few years 
have seen a considerable improvement, the danger that 
India may not in any given year produce enough food to 
feed its large and growing population is still a grave one. 
Thus, although India has many undeveloped as well as 
unexplored resources and aldiough much progress has al- 
ready been made, India’s economic condition continues to 
demand die utmost priority in resources, money and na- 
tional effort. Economic development also requires that In- 
dia remain at peace and that there be no major interna- 
tional upheaval that might interfere with the orderly ex- 
ecution of such development. To a large extent Indian 
economic strength and influence, considerable though they 
are in many matters, still lie mainly in the future, while 
the influence of the United States is a present thing. 

The effect of these differences in economic strength and 
in nadonal experience is dramatically evident in the major 
policy patterns of the two nations. It is clear for example 
in broad security matters. Considering itself directly threat- 
ened by the Soviet Union and international communism 
and being in fact the only state with enough power to offer 
a decisive measure of opposition to them, the United States 
has tried to block. Communist expansion dirough diplo- 
macy and other means. In the last few years it has also in- 
creased its own military establishment and helped to build 
up the armed strength of those nations in Europe, Asia 
and Latin America that shared its concern. In addition the 
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United States has been willing to use its own resources and 
men to block the spread of international communism by 
taking military counteraction, as in Korea. It has also re- 
fused to take actions it thought would strengthen interna- 
tional communism, such as, for example, accepting Com- 
munist China into the world society under existing condi- 
tions. At the same time the United States with its heritage 
of support for self-determination and with its idealistic, 
optimistic belief in human progress has coupled its de- 
fensive power moves with a new interest in remedying 
colonial situations and with unprecedented contributions 
to promoting the economic development of distant coun- 
tries. 

The Indian emphasis has been quite different. Lacking 
the springs of industrial strength, India has assessed inter- 
national communism and the kind of threat it poses in 
Asia in a way that has led to an advocacy of peaceful co- 
existent c with the Communist countries and an emphasis 
on rapid social and economic development. In Indian eyes, 
the future role and possible threat posed by the Commu- 
nist powers arc not primarily due to the nature of com- 
munism as a political movement. This evaluation, when 
coupled with the urgent needs of India’s domestic pro- 
grams, has led to a policy of nonalignment, of mediation 
and conciliation, and of friendship toward both sides. Con- 
siderable friction has arisen between the United States and 
India over this great difference. There have in addition 
been differences of emphasis between the United States 
and India on specific policies concerningeconomic develop- 
ment, “anticolonialism” and human rights, but these have 
not been of as serious a nature as the differences that have 
revolved around international communism and in some 
ways around relations with Pakistan, 

Perhaps some of the major differences in approach— 
as well as some of the similarities— arc reflected most 
clearly in the attitudes of the two countries toward tfie 
United Nations. From the beginning it was inevitable that 
the United States would be a central member of the or- 
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ganizadon; nothing else was possible, given the American 
reading of interwar history, American initiative in estab- 
lishing the United Nations, and the inescapable fact of 
America’s new power. Remembering die disillusioning ex- 
perience of the League of Nations, die United States lias 
hoped the new international organization would prove 
able to move effectively against aggression— even if such 
action came to involve steps against an important state. 
In order to help circumvent the evident paralysis of die 
Security Council, the United States has taken the lead in 
equipping the General Assembly with new instruments 
for expressing itself on matters involving threats to die 
peace. In other fields the United States has also supported 
United Nations efforts to deal with social, economic and 
political problems, although without any drastic modifica- 
tion of the principle that United Nations action should 
not intrude upon the limits set by domestic jurisdiction. 

While the United States and its allies have been work- 
ing on the proposition that die road to peace is through 
strengthening the common security, India is likely to 
reply: “One does not seek peace through security, but se- 
curity through peace.” This contrast is at the heart of many 
of the differences in Indian and American posidons on 
questions concerning the United Nations. It explains why 
India has given such strong and persistent support in that 
organization to the principle of great power unanimity, in 
spite of the continuing and glaring absence of such una- 
nimity. India has doubted the wisdom of trying to reform 
Security Council voting procedure because it has feared 
the consequences of trying to force through any modifica- 
tions of the veto more than the consequences of its abuse. 
It has opposed the creation of any supranational agencies 
not dependent on great power unanimity because it feared 
diey would exacerbate great power tensions. For the same 
reason India has maintained the general position diat die 
United Nations should not brand an important and power- 
ful nation an aggressor or conduct military actions against 
it. Aware of its weakness and its urgent domestic concerns. 
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India has applied its faith in conciliation and mediation as 
a general principle to world affairs when they do not di- 
rectly involve immediate Indian security. 

In its United Nations policy India has emphasized the 
assumptions that peace can be kept only through peaceful 
means, that under the Charter no member state can be 
called on to carry out collective security measures against 
another state without the concurrence of all the permanent 
members of the Security Council, and that whatever rare 
enforcement measures might be taken would be strictly of 
a minor or “policing” nature. Indian participation in the 
United Nations is based on a concept that soft-pedals its 
enforcement functions and emphasizes its usefulness as a 
world forum for negotiation, compromise and discussion, 
preferably with the active collaboration of a recently awak- 
ened Asia. These concepts accord with Indian principles, 
with the Indian power position and with the Indian con- 
cern for enhancing the role of Asian peoples in world 
affairs. They also increase the contribution which a coun- 
try like the India of today can make to the work of the 
United Nations. Similarly, though with different results, 
the American positions in the United Nations have re- 
flected the numerous and complex responsibilities and in- 
terests of the United States. 

Other priorities of Indian and American policy—within 
the United Nations as well as outside— stem from a sense 
of urgency over social and economic problems that are 
ever nearer at hand. In spite of a good deal of agitated 
criticism on both sides, a careful examination, of the pol- 
icy record of both India and the United States shows that 
in these matters the two countries are divided more by 
differences of timing and temperament than by basic 
goals. Thus both Indians and Americans— the Indians per- 
haps in a more intensely personal way-arc deeply con- 
scious of the upsurge that lias occurred in Asia and is now 
spreading across Africa as a result of the impact of the 
revolutionary Western ideas of national self-determina- 
tion, government by consent, and of the state as promoter 
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of die welfare of its people. One after another the peoples 
of the world have come to realize that modem technology 
can eradicate the starvation and needless disease that have 
plagued mankind for centuries and that many countries 
have moved far toward eradicating them. They demand 
now that they too be freed from the burdens of poverty, 
illiteracy and economic stagnation. From the Indian per- 
spective the most important task in Asia today lies in de- 
vising ways of curing the ills of the people without the use 
of regimentation and force, in an atmosphere of enthus- 
iasm, self-confidence and democratic self-help. 

Although the United States and India are working to- 
gether in a number of ways toward this difficult end, they 
are divided in their estimate of the threats that confront 
free Asia. India puts its emphasis on the dangers of social 
and economic disintegration which offer the Communists 
their best opportunities for carrying out indirect aggres- 
sion and subversion. Therefore India emphasizes the pri- 
macy of economic and social measures. At the same time 
Indian opinion holds not only that military measures 
fail to meet the situation but also that they exacerbate 
the real threat by adding to economic and social burdens 
and that they may heighten the potential military threat 
because they force the countries against whom they are di- 
rected to take countermeasures. The United States agrees 
to the seriousness of the social and economic dangers but 
holds that the threat of aggression is also real. It draws the 
consequence that policies must deal with both threats and 
that therefore both military alliance and social and eco- 
nomic measures are necessary for the preservation of free 
Asia. 

In spite of adverse criticism in the United States, many 
Indians feel that their country has accepted the Commu- 
nist challenge in Asia and that that challenge demands 
proving to the peoples of the less developed nations that 
it is possible to move at least as far and as quickly by the 
methods of democracy as Russia did and China is at- 
tempting to do through those of totalitarian communism. 
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Indians are also conscious— and this recognition is spread* 
ing in the United States as wcll—that their success or fail- 
ure will have far-reaching consequences for other coun- 
tries in Asia and Africa facing problems similar to those 
of India and that its success or failure may eventually win 
or lose the allegiance of millions of people for the cause 
of freedom and democracy. Making its own program suc- 
ceed is India's most urgent problem- Against such a per- 
spective, American criticisms of Indian policy toward Asian 
countries seem to many Indians to miss the central issue. 
From the American point of view the same often seems true 
of Indian policy toward the area. Whether and how the 
two policies can come to work together toward the ac- 
complishment of a common goal— the growth and develop- 
ment of independent nations in Asia— is one of the central 
questions to which this volume will address itself. 

The governments and people of both India and the 
United States have a deep, strong, urge to preserve and 
strengthen their cultural values and democratic institu- 
tions and to make possible a better life for themselves and 
for others. Both nations regard world peace as vital to the 
achievement of these goals although they differ on the best 
methods of maintaining it and on the point at which deci- 
sive action becomes imperative. Both ate conscious that 
the new weapons which science has placed in man's hands 
make peace a condition not merely of stability but even of 
survival. It is on questions of koto to accomplish their goals 
that India and the United States have often differed. To 
understand those differences, it is pertinent to look first at 
the domestic processes by which foreign policies are shaped 
in the two countries, 
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The fact that the United States and India are both de- 
mocracies suggests certain broad similarities in the proc- 
esses by which they reach major policy decisions. The heart 
of the matter lies in a common faith in public participation 
in the decisions of government. The essential concept of 
freedom of expression and of criticism is fundamental to 
both political systems. Both try to safeguard the integrity 
of elections and both allocate basic powers to the legisla- 
ture. As a Tesult, the executive policy-makers of both coun- 
tries function under a considerable degree of public and 
legislative scrutiny. In the absence of strong policy differ- 
ences such similarities in tradition can play a role in 
strengthening Indian-American relations. They provide 
mutually recognizable and acceptable basic assumptions 
and points of view. 

Within the democratic framework, however, the impact 
of foreign affairs and the ways in which foreign policies 
are developed in New Delhi and Washington stand in con- 
siderable contrast. In India, which is just beginning to 
raise the vast majority of its people from poverty, illiteracy 
and apathy, few foreign issues impinge on the interest of 
the bulk of its citizens and those that do are generally re- 
lated to fields closely within Indian experience, such as 
nationalism and anticolonialism. Furdtermorc, the consti- 
tutional and political procedures that have so far been 
developed in India tend to concentrate influence and au- 
thority in a limited group. National attitudes toward 
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foreign relations take shape through the influence of fairly 
narrow segments oE the population. 

By contrast, the impact of foreign relations in the United 
States is spread widely throughout the population. The do- 
mestic situation and international position of the United 
States mean inevitably that most major questions affect 
more or less directly a great many Americans. A multitude 
of interested voices speak out on any important issue. The 
governmental system diffuses the power of decision in for- 
eign as in domestic affairs. Thus we can say that while in 
India the domestic factors that affect foreign affairs are rel- 
atively limited or concentrated, in the United Stales they 
are relatively diffused. 

Certain features of this phenomenon of concentration in 
India and of diffusion in America are well known. Prime 
Minister Nehru's intellectual, emotional and political sway 
over his country’s foreign policy has no parallel in the 
United States. Nor is there any division of authority in 
New Delhi to compare with the constitutional separation of 
powers in the American government. But the matter goes 
deeper and farther than is often realized, and when mis- 
understood can inject unnecessary irritants into Indian- 
Amcrican relations. 


Foreign Affairs in National Life 

Although India's independence is of recent origin, the 
major roots of its foreign policy reach back into the nine- 
teenth century. Indeed from the founding of the Indian 
National Congress party in 1SS5 a number of Indian na- 
tionalist leaders had an important interest in establishing 
the reality of a distinctively Indian outlook on foreign af- 
fairs, At its very fust meeting the Congress set the tone by 
passing a resolution protesting against the (British) gov- 
ernment of India’s impending annexation of Upper 
Burma. Over the following seventy years the Congress was 
to adopt more than a hundred resolutions on Foreign affairs. 
Most of them were directed against colonialism, some 
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sought links with anticolonial groups outside of India, 
all of them underlined the nationalist feeling for the im- 
portance of human dignity everywhere . 1 

Immediately after World War II, when the prospect of 
independence took concrete form, the Congress party reaf- 
firmed its position in the following strong statement con- 
cerned specifically with the situation in Burma, Malaya, 
Indochina and Indonesia but having general significance as 
well.® 

To continue imperialist domination over these countries, under 
whatever name or guise, would be a denial and repudiation of 
the professions made by the United Nations during wartime and 
would sow the seeds of future wars. India, desiring the freedom 
of all Asiatic as well as other countries, would deeply resent the 
continuation of an imperialist policy in Southeast Asia. 

Throughout the struggle for independence the Con- 
gress party resolutions on foreign policy had played an im- 
portant role, but it was played largely within India itself. 
Understandably enough, many Indians came to feel a satis- 
faction and a confidence in the identification of their na- 
tionalist movement with similar movements elsewhere and 
with some of the most prominent international issues of 
the times. Their self-confidence was further buoyed up by 
the attention which the world’s chanceries and press gave 
the Indian nationalist resolutions as a portent of India’s 
future influence. 

The satisfaction and pride with which a substantial part 
of Indian opinion had come to view the Indian posture 
in world affairs continued by and large with independence. 
Indeed there was little reason for it not to, for the foreign 
policy of independent India continued much in the pat- 
tern of Congress party resolutions. Especially in its early 

I Year after year the Congress passed resolutions of greetings to other 
peoples under colonial rule: to the people of Egypt, 1924 and 1928; of 
Palestine, 1928, 1936, 1937, 1938, 1939; of Abyssinia, 1936; of Spain-under 
fascism-1936; of China-under Japan-1937,' 1938, 1939, 1941; of Crecho- 
slovakla, 1938; of Indonesia, 1945; of Indochina, 1915. 

a All-India Congress Committee, Background ot India's foreign Policy 
(New Delhi, 1952), p. 89. 
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years, this foreign policy consisted mainly or applying de- 
sirable moral Standards to situations that did not seem to 
most Indians to touch direct Indian political, economic or 
strategic interests. With the exception of Kashmir and of 
relations with Pakistan in general, the newly freed India 
was rarely called upon to assume responsibility for impor- 
tant international problems. In that sense, its foreign pol- 
icy was generally devoid of concrete action. 

Another influence on India’s posture in world affairs 
has been the fact that by and large the Indian people do 
not feel much hereditary or cultural attachment to other 
parts of the world. Although the Moslems have a lively 
sense of kinship with Islam in general, in cultural terms 
the Hindus of India have in the past been oriented inward. 
It is true that India did in early times have a cultural and 
religious impact on Southeast Asia but on balance modem 
India has been a receiver of foreign— particularly Moslem 
and British— influences. Furthermore there are few if any 
groups in India that depend in any personal sense on 
foreign developments. 

Until recently, then, Indian foreign policy has consisted 
mainly of the expression of values that are important to 
the Indian people and has not been much subject to the 
demands of concrete, multiple and conflicting Indian 
interests. At the same time, the policy positions that inde- 
pendent India took attracted attention abroad and gave 
India an international prestige— again excepting Kashmir 
and Pakistan— and tills at a time when at home there was 
Httlc to encourage national pride. Famines, the wounds of 
partition, the difficulties of establishing a new administra- 
tion and of settling on the outlines of domestic develop- 
ment— all these as well as a host of other problems made 
the going hard. At such a time it was even more satisfying 
than It might otherwise have been to see India exercising 
influence on the Dutch ’'police actions,” to observe the at- 
tention with which India was heard in the United Nations, 
to see its role in Korea and in Indochina, and to note the 
increasing number of foreign dignitaries who felt’ it worth 
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while to call on Prime Minister Nehru. Furthermore, many 
Indians continued to derive satisfaction from the vigor 
with which two of the main lines of their government’s 
foreign policy— anticolonialism and opposition to military 
pacts— made their old imperialist opponents conscious of 
the growing political influence of Asian states. 

Also important was the fact that this world-wide prestige 
came to India without either the need for special financial 
outlays abroad— except in some aid in Nepal and Burma— 
or for strengthening its military establishment. Almost any 
country would enjoy such a situation of influence achieved 
without much cost, but for India it was and is an especially 
rare and fortunate position because a foreign policy' in- 
volving more than minimal outlay, however successful, 
could have been pursued only at the expense of vital pri- 
orities in internal development plans. It is not surpris- 
ing therefore that for this reason as well as for others only 
a few small groups of little strength have persistently op- 
posed the government’s foreign policy. With these small 
exceptions, this policy has so far received the overwhelm- 
ing acclaim of Indian opinion. 

The United States with its much longer history as an 
independent nation functions in a far more variegated 
complex of international contacts. Foreign affairs have had 
personal meaning to American commercial interests since 
the days of the clipper ships, to American church members 
who have sent missionaries abroad for at least as long, to 
the immigrants and their descendants, who have retained 
personal ties with “the old country,” to manufacturing 
and investment concerns in modern times, and recently 
to the nation as a whole which has sent soldiers and very 
substantial aid abroad. Since the passing of the age when 
European coalitions and conflicts dominated international 
politics— an age in which the United States was neverthe- 
less twice involved in world war— America has been intent 
on adjusting its policies to a new and unforeseen world in 
which it has, whether it liked it or not, become one of the 
centers of power. The quick breakdown after World War 
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II of the hoped-for coalition of victors, the predicament of 
an exhausted Europe, the crises in the Near and Far East, 
the portentous implications of the development of atomic 
weapons— all these as well as other stresses and strains have 
thrown responsibilities on the United Slates far beyond 
any previous experience. 

Its response lias been to adopt new postures and to un- 
dertake new commitments. These have taken the unprece- 
dented form of a system of alliances and ati equally un- 
precedented outpouring within a decade of some sixty 
billion dollars in foreign economic and military aid. There 
have been major successes— the vigorous recovery of West- 
ern Europe and the blunting in some areas of overtly ag- 
gressive drives by the Soviet Union— and failures such as 
the China policy. But none of the courses of action pro- 
posed in the great public and Congressional debates could 
guarantee the peace and security most Americans had ex- 
pected to be the fruits of victory in World War II; more- 
over, all contained incalculable risks. Although the post- 
war period has brought a sense of increased world prestige, 
it has also brought to most Americans a sense of anxiety, 
of heavy responsibilities and of a complexity of involve- 
ments previously unknown. Foreign policy has thus be- 
come an issue of moment to every taxpayer, who must ulti- 
mately bear the heavy costs involved, and to every citizen, 
who over a period of years has had to become accustomed 
tcv living in the shadow of serious threats to the national 
security. 

There is therefore a major difference in the degree of 
involvement in foreign affairs that the Indian and Ameri- 
can peoples have so far experienced. This difference makes 
for a sharper focusing of public attention on a smaller 
number of foreign policy issues in India titan is possible 
in the United States. An irritant in Indian-American rela- 
tions is otic result. When outsiders castigate India’s poli- 
cies as “neutralist”— as some Americans often do— Indians 
assume that they are calling into question one of the great 
areas of faith and confidence that new India has achieved. 



20 


India and America 


Conversely, when Indians attack American policies there 
are many Americans who regard them as too little aware 
of the complexities of world problems for which they have 
much less responsibility. 

Recently, however, ■what might be called a mellowing of 
some lines of Indian foreign policy has become evident. As 
the government of India and its Prime Minister have be- 
come more directly involved in practical issues, the aware- 
ness of the need for compromise has increasingly entered 
into Indian foreign policy. On the American side, too, 
there has been more evidence of late that the problems of 
assuring their national security have not blinded Ameri- 
cans to other considerations that Indians regard as impor- 
tant. 

Although the role of foreign affairs in Indian public life 
has not been all-embracing or as crucial as it is in the 
United States, there is every likelihood that the disparity 
will decrease with India's growing involvement in issues 
that touch its economy and security. 

Shaping Attitudes on Foreign Affairs 

It is far simpler to describe the influences at work on 
the shaping of foreign policy attitudes in India than in 
the United States. In India the shaping of these attitudes 
has for three decades been very largely personified by 
Jawaharlal Nehru. His influence was felt from the moment 
he assumed an active role in the nationalist movement. It 
was he who breathed life into the foreign affairs activities 
of the Congress party, who directed its foreign affairs re- 
search and ■who in 1936 led the All-India Congress Com- 
mittee to create a foreign department to seek direct co- 
operation with organizations abroad in the fight for Indian 
freedom. Quite frequently it was he who drafted and 
moved the party’s resolutions on foreign issues. In the 
1930's he could be found for example addressing crowds 
of tens of thousands of middle class and peasant listeners 
on the meaning of the Spanish civil war or Italy's conquest 



The Shaping or Foreign Policy 21 

of Ethiopia. Between prison terms he ranged across Europe 
and Asia as a spokesman for the Indian nationalist move- 
ment, starting in the process to accumulate a store of in- 
formation that is today equaled by few foreign ministers. 
His exhortations were not in every case accepted by bis 
compatriots, as when in 1942 he deferred to Gandhi’s de- 
sire not to organize the people against the threatened Japa- 
nese invasion of India. But this was exceptional. After the 
war, it was again Nehru who gave the lead to the Congress 
party, to most of the press, to nationalists in the universi- 
ties and to others through his interpretation of the evolv- 
ing international situation. It was he who inspired the 
calling of the significant Asian Relations Conference in 
1947. More than anyone else, he readied India for the in- 
ternational role it assumed when independence came. 

Since independence, Prime Minister Nehru’s charis- 
matic leadership has, if anything, been even more per- 
vasive in the shaping of foreign affairs attitudes. He has 
continued to draft and propound foreign poliq* resolu- 
tions for the Congress party and to guide public attitudes 
through constant speaking and frequent writing. In addi- 
tion, as Prime Minister, Minister of External Affairs and 
leader of the House of the People, he has personally formu- 
lated the government’s policy with his usual vigor and 
guided the Parliament in its implementation. 

It would be naive, of course, to ascribe to one individual 
all the forces that shape a nation's outlook on the world. 
Nehru’s role is both more subtle and less solitary than a 
bare outline might suggest. It is more subtle because his 
formulations reflect not only his own thinking but a sensi- 
tive appreciation of the concepts of national interest that 
are widely accepted by articulate Indian opinion. Thus it 
is possible to say that the Nehru government's foreign poli- 
cies In their broad outline have been solidly rooted in full 
support by the two houses of Parliament and in over- 
whelming public approval and that whatever dissent may 
exist is aimed mainly not at the broad principles but at 
their specific applications. Moreover, Nehru’s role is less 
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solitary than is frequently imagined because foreign policy 
is formulated in the midst of various domestic influences 
and pressure groups, the presentation of the views of other 
governments, and the staff work of the Indian diplomatic 
sendees and Ministry of External Affairs. 

There have, it is true, been instances of opposition on 
foreign policy’ matters, not only within the country but 
even within the Congress party. The difference between 
Gandhi and Nehru on proper policy toward Japan during 
the war has already been mentioned, while early in World 
War II the late Subhas Chandra Bose declared for closet- 
association with both Japan and Germany. In 1950 Pur- 
shottam Das Tandon favored a “harder" policy toward 
Pakistan than did Nehru. Both Bose and Tandon resigned 
from the presidency of the Congress party before their 
terms expired, and no third proponent of a differing for- 
eign policy has since been elected to the chair. Some differ- 
ences have continued to be heard— particularly on Pakistan 
and also on Goa and the Hungarian uprising of 1956. 
But so far the opposition within the governing party that 
has been expressed in foreign policy matters has been 
mainly of a sort that could either be iron over by talking 
out matters or successfully overcome or that has had little 
practical significance. 

Outside the Congress there are some political groups 
that openly criticize Nehru’s foreign policy but they lack 
power to implement their dissent. Thus the Socialists— 
divided among themselves as they are— agree in criticizing 
Nehru for what they consider to be his “softness” toward 
communism and Communist powers; the Jana Sangh criti- 
cizes his “softness" toward Pakistan, the ultranationalists 
his “softness” toward Portugal, and the Communists his 
"softness” toward the "imperialist Western powers.” All 
these critics are weak and divided. The Communist Party 
of India has gone through sharp internal upheavals in 
groping toward the correct “line.” And its course has not 
been made easier by the cold treatment it received from 
Bulganin and Khrushchev during their visit in 1955 and 
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by die necessity for supporting Prime Minister Nehru's for- 
eign policy that was one of the fruits of that visit. 

Aside from the political parties, the press exercises per- 
haps the broadest influence on foreign policy attitudes. 
The best of India’s newspapers devote considerable space 
to foreign affairs and to discussion of foreign affairs on a 
fairly high level. They are not backward in expressing dis- 
sent from or criticism of particular measures, especially 
where Indian representatives appear to be feeling then- 
way and the prestige of India Is directly involved. For ex- 
ample, there was the liveliest discussion in die newspapers 
during the winter of 1952 over Krishna Mcnon’s efforts to 
arrange a Korean truce, and again in 195G over his actions 
in die United Nations during the Hungarian crisis. How- 
ever, only a very few journals of small circulation are ag- 
gressively critical of Nehru’s foreign policy. Most news- 
papers of large circulation give general support; nor would 
it be easy for them to lie highly critical in view of the wide- 
spread satisfaction with the foreign policy of the Indian 
government. Thus, radically critical discussion of time 
policy is rarely found. 

This brief synopsis points out the overriding present 
influence of Nehru on Indian attitudes toward foreign 
relations; his is the guiding hand that shapes the policy 
and there are few to criticize bis decisions. The thoughtful 
observer may well wonder whether confusion will neces- 
sarily reign after Nehru passes from the active govern- 
mental scene. Difficult as such a question must he to an- 
swer, it would nevertheless seem that under broadly similar 
conditions a successor from the Congress party would he 
likely to follow a generally similar foreign polity. The lines 
of national interest have slowly clarified in the public 
mind. No drastic changes should be expected from pos- 
sible successors although differences of emphasis, imagina- 
tion and drive are likely. Changes may be expected to conic 
rather as conditions change in the world and within India 
and as they bring with them a wider diffusion of influ- 
ence* impinging on foreign policy. 
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Diffusion of influences is the hallmark of American 
foreign policy formulation, both within the governmental 
structure itself and outside it. In the United States as 
in other free countries much of the general public, a 
conglomerate of many groupings, takes little part in 
foreign affairs but responds to major stimuli. More impor- 
tant in day-by-day influence and continuing interest is 
what Gabriel Almond has called the informed and inter- 
ested "attentive public,” the government executives, legis- 
lators and civil servants; the editors, analysts, and pro- 
pounders; and the advocates of special group interests. 3 
Tocqueville's perceptive comment on Americans’ disposi- 
tion to further aims they consider desirable by forming 
private organizations retains much truth. Ethnic groups 
—often with their foreign-language press— business and 
labor organizations, agricultural organizations and veter- 
ans’ groups, women’s organizations, religious bodies and 
other groups formulate attitudes of their own on both 
domestic and foreign affairs. In striking contrast to India, 
which has no more than a dozen nonofficial institutions 
interested in foreign affairs, there are in the United States 
nearly 5,000 private organizations concerned in one way 
or other with world affairs. Some sixty of them— having a 
combined but overlapping membership of about 125,000,- 
000 persons— belong, for example, to the Conference Group 
of United States National Organizations on the United 
Nations. All of these groups on many occasions express 
their views directly to the President, the State Department, 
committees of Congress and individual Congressmen. 

Furthermore, many other channels are open to strongly 
organized groups. They speak and write and exert influ- 
ence through their own organizations, through public 
forums, and through the mass media of newspapers, maga- 
zines, and— if they have enough money— radio and tele- 
vision. While very few, if any, of these media are devoted 
mainly to foreign affairs, through their joint impact most 

a See The American People and Foreign Policy (New York: Harcourt, 
Brace, 1930). especially Chapter 7. 



The Shaping of Foreign* Policy 25 

citizens arc exposed to a wide range of appeals and com- 
mentaries on major foreign affairs. 

Does the multiplicity of influences that touches many 
Americans— both in public and private life— make for chaos 
in foreign policy? Does it make foreign policy more sub- 
ject to shifting moods than to rational analysis of prob- 
lems, to domestic political demands, to personal ambitions, 
to persons from the “extreme fringes?” Some Americans 
and many foreign commentators believe that it does. For 
example, the widely publicized onslaught of the late Sena- 
tor McCarthy on the Stare Department and the Voice of 
America was well noted abroad and has had an impact 
there thought by many to be out of proportion to its actual 
influence. Nevertheless, there is an impression in India 
that there is or has been a hysterical fear of communism 
and communists in the United States and that this fear 
has resulted in what are considered rigidities and immature 
policies in American foreign relations. Americans on die 
other hand are less inclined to be disturbed over the last- 
ing effect of the McCarthy campaign because of their be- 
lief that the wide-open forum must afford a platform for 
the extremes of opinion as well as for the effective center. 
There is conviction furthermore that the operation of 
many diverse influences on American opinion has in fact 
helped the country' to define and to serve the national in- 
terest and to meet the crises of modem times both in war 
and in peace. 

What has been said above suggests that the term "public 
opinion” means one thing when applied to India and an- 
other when applied to the United States. Many Americans, 
accustomed to diversity of opinion, tend to regard Indian 
public opinion on foreign affairs more as a cheer mg-scc- 
tton for Nehru than as an independent, critical force. 
Marty Indians, by contrast, look upon the evolution of 
American public opinion as a rough-and-tumble process an 
which the sensibilities of many people, including those of 
other countries, can be bruised and in which one strong 
influence can caned out another more by skill and volume 
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in communication than by "weight of argument. Here, 
again, as in the question of the role of foreign policy in 
national life, the disparity will probably diminish as In- 
dian interests become more directly involved, as educa- 
tion spreads in India and as more groups identify foreign 
policy causes with their personal welfare. Particularly, the 
disparity would be likely to decrease if a less charismatic 
leader should succeed to Nehru’s responsibilities. 


Constitutional and Political Practices 

Having before independence had extensive experience 
with British-style parliamentary institutions, the Congress 
party never seriously questioned the adoption of that form 
of government for a free India. Thus in the Indian central 
government the familiar pattern has been repeated: a 
Parliament that is the supreme organ of government; an 
Executive that is part of Parliament but tends to dominate 
it: a Prime Minister who is provided by the majority party 
and who picks his Council of Ministers from among mem- 
bers of Parliament, if necessary putting a desired Cabinet 
Minister up for election to Parliament. The Prime Min- 
ister and his colleagues, operating on the principle of joint 
responsibility, control as in Britain the business of the 
two Houses of Parliament. In the lower House, particu- 
larly, they set the days of debate, control the initiation of 
money bills and exercise a strict discipline over the party 
members. The Cabinet makes diplomatic appointments 
without obtaining the approval of the House. The role of 
the House in the treaty process is minor. If information is 
desired from the Executive, a member of Parliament may 
address questions to the appropriate Minister. In this proc- 
ess the Minister of External Affairs may be criticized, but 
in the absence, to date, of an opposition party likely to 
provide an alternative government, the Minister (Nehru) 
is not subjected, as he would be in Britain, to the continu- 
ing scrutiny of a member of Parliament who may hope one 
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day to succeed him and who is subject to the discipline of 
an opposition party. 

it is true that Parliament has control over the Prime 
Minister in the sense that it can vote a motion of adjourn- 
ment or censure, deny funds and reject government bills 
and policies. Under present circumstances, the substantial 
Congress party majority, its strong party discipline, and the 
respect in which Prime Minister Nehru is held, render 
the possibility of such motions being passed largely aca- 
demic. In the absence of a meaningful opposition party 
that could hope to govern in the near future and that 
would in turn be the result of a changed political climate 
rrithin India, the continuing control of die House of the 
People by the Executive is inevitable. 

This does not mean that ordinary members of Parlia- 
ment have no opportunity whatever to influence the Prime 
Minister's policy. As issues arise they are first discussed 
within the parliamentary Congress party, and in this forum 
party members are free to express their views fully, al- 
though it follows from what has already been said that 
this opportunity is seized more often in domestic than in 
foreign matters. As a result of suggestions at the Congress 
party meeting the Prime Minister may on occasion modify 
his position. But once the issue reaches the floor of die 
House each member is expected to obey the patty whip. 
Furthermore each member's unwavering support is vir- 
tually assured by the highly centralized Indian parHament- 
tary nominating and election procedure. Thus an Indian 
politician— unless he happens to be one of the few inde- 
pendents— can be elected to Parliament only if he has 
served his party well enough to receive from its parlia- 
mentary board a so-called ''ticket'’ to stand in a constitu- 
ency as the Congress party's candidate. The individual 
politician's position vis-a-vis his party is fin ther weakened 
by die fact that he has practically no political plums under 
his control. Furthermore, if he should have strong differ- 
ences with his party and wish to press them, it would he 
incumbent ujxm him to resign from it— a critical step 
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which few politicians would care to hazard, especially on 
foreign policy matters. All these considerations assure that 
members of Parliament regularly follow the party whip. 

American political structure and practice stand in strik- 
ing contrast to the Indian pattern. The separation of 
powers between the Executive and the Congress and be- 
tween the federal and state governments, which was de- 
signed by the founding fathers to prevent an undue con- 
centration of poster in any one hand, has resulted in a dif- 
fusion of responsibility and in a premium on cooperation 
between the various units. Within the federal system the 
President and Congress possess, as it were, segments of vari- 
ous powers; to exercise the functions of government they 
must work together or else they can paralyze each other. 

In terms of foreign affairs the President has substantial 
powers with which to meet the responsibility for foreign 
policy which, according to the constitution, is primarily 
his. He alone commands die full information resources of 
the government. He alone negotiates with foreign powers 
and he can on his own enter into executive agreements 
and joint declararions with other governments. As Com- 
mander in Chief he can also take decisions that vitally 
affect foreign policy issues. In contrast to the situation in 
India, the Cabinet is considered die President’s agent and 
is responsible to him alone. Although the Senate must give 
approval to die original appointment. Cabinet members 
are not subject to Congressional discipline nor can diey 
serve in the Congress while in the Cabinet. In recent years 
foreign policy problems have come to involve pracdcally 
all government departments as well as special organs such 
as die Central Intelligence Agency and also the National 
Security Council which was set up specifically for the pur- 
pose of coordinating major policy proposals and decisions. 

Although the powers of the President are far less sweep- 
ing than those of the Indian Prime Minister, it is generally 
recognized that they are adequate for decisive action in 
critical situations. For example, these powers were sufficient 
to effect the transfer of fifty American destroyers to Britain 
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in exchange for military base rights in 1940, and to commit 
the United States to continue the tear against Nazi Ger- 
many jointly with, the other United Nations on condition 
that none of the allies make a separate peace. Or to take 
a more recent example, the first American reactions to 
the North Korean aggression were registered bv the Presi- 
dent on his own authority. These powers have been under 
challenge— through substantial support for the proposed 
Bricker constitutional amendment that would seek to curb 
the Executive's scope in international agreement— but they 
remain undiminished. 

Nevertheless, the President cannot for any length of 
time function independently of Congress, for there are 
few’ if any legislatures in die world with comparable 
power in the determinadon of a nation’s foreign policy. 
Although even a Congress of die same party as the Presi- 
dent tends to safeguard its power jealously, the difficulties 
of operation that are built into the system are usually 
augmented when one or both Houses of Congress come 
under die control of another political party— as has been 
the case since the 1954 national election. 

There are many points at which cooperation between 
President and Congress is essential if a consistent long- 
term foreign policy is to be developed. Only a few need 
to be mentioned here. The Senate— which in the American 
system has more power in foreign affairs than the lower 
House— has the power to pass on or disapprove diplomatic 
nominations made by the Executive, and it must give its 
advice and consent to the ratification of treaties by a two- 
thirds vote. Nor can a program proposed by the President 
become law without approval of flic two Houses. Their 
participation goes beyond simple approval or disapproval 
of the Executive’s proposals. Both have committees deal- 
ing with foreign affairs which have authority to discuss, 
amend, bottle up or report favorably or unfavorably on 
any measure the President proposes. An unfavorable ro- 
port will usually mean the defeat of the measure or serious 
amendment. Generally speaking, foreign policy measures 
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are sent first to the Senate, where membership on the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations is particularly sought after. 
In such circumstances it is small wonder that the cooper- 
ation of the Chairman of the Senate Committee on For- 
eign Relations is a valuable asset to the Executive. Fur- 
thermore, the Senate as a whole can also initiate foreign 
policy recommendations through resolutions sent to the 
President. In view of the active part played by the Senate 
and its powers in foreign policy, the habit of including 
Senators, and also Representatives, on international dele- 
gations and preparatory commissions dealing with inter- 
national affairs has been on the increase. 

The greatest influence of the House of Representatives 
on foreign policy probably derives from the power of the 
purse, as it alone can initiate an appropriation bill. Like 
the Senate, the House does not have to accept an Executive 
proposal but can reject it or emasculate it or even present 
new proposals of its own. With foreign policy requiring 
ever-increasing sums of money in recent years, the impor- 
tance of the House has grown. On occasion it has even 
seemed to many that it has trespassed on the functions of 
the Executive through the device of “riders” attached to 
appropriation acts, as in the 1956 attempt to limit aid 
to Marshal Tito after his rapprochement with Moscow. 
The process of Executive persuasion must therefore extend 
to the House as well as to the Senate if the President's 
program is to be fulfilled. That such persuasion can often 
work successfully was demonstrated during the consid- 
eration of the same appropriation bill; a move by some 
Congressmen to bar the President from providing further 
aid to India— a move strongly opposed by the President— 
was finally voted down. 

A device not generally practiced in India but which has 
attracted much attention there is the investigation process 
by which committees of Congress obtain information on 
matters within their jurisdiction and seek— particularly in 
foreign affairs— to dose the gap in information between 
the Executive and themselves. The committees may re- 
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uquest Executive departments to provide information in 
written form, they ;may hear witnesses testifying on behalf 
of these departments, or they may conduct their own in- 
vestigations of the procedures and policies of the Execu- 
tive. In spite of some abuses and occasional political mis- 
use, the investigative function of the Congress is a legiti- 
mate and traditional one and is frequently conducted on 
a high and expert level. As people abroad tend to hear 
mainly about , those investigations that relate to foreign 
affairs, it should be pointed out that the Congressional in- 
vestigation is used even more frequently for domestic 
issues and that it can be just as rough and ready in those 
issues as it is sometimes in matters of foreign policy, 

. Another sharp difference between Indian and American 
practices, is found in the role of die individual legislator. 
In strong contrast to the Indian procedure, national par- 
ties and elections in die United States tend to be con- 
trolled on a state rather than on a national basis. Al- 
though there are strong reasons which impel the state 
units toward cooperation with the national organization 
of dieir party, they control their own sources of strength 
and are not as easy to discipline from the center as they 
are in India, Under extreme pressure state party units may 
even leave their national party, although an event like the 
“bolt” of the Texas Democrats to Eisenhower in 1952 is 
rare. 

The federal legislator is elected for a fixed term which 
is -different from that of the President He is selected 
to stand for election by a state or local party convention 
or an intraparty election known as the party primary. It 
is therefore the members of die party within the local or 
state Organization who decide whom they wish to put tip 
for election. In contrast to the Indian procedure, the selec- 
tion of. the legislative candidate is not likely to be made 
hy a national “high command” in Washington 1 hut rather 
qn a Estate or local basis.- This party candiclate. then. canr- 
paigusTn- die. election. Thusit may. come to phss. thatu ; 
politician who stands well with his constituency may be. 
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and not infrequently is, sent to Congress without the 
support or even against the opposition of the President 
and the national party organization. 

Aside from differences in actual constitutional practice, 
another characteristic of the American system that has 
seemed puzzling to many Indians arises from the openness 
of the American political process. This openness makes 
possible the public airing of differences among the Presi- 
dent’s advisors and within Congress to a degree that has 
on occasion deeply shocked Indian sensibilities. Thus for 
example during the debate over the proposed American 
wheat loan to India in 1951, which set the pattern for fur- 
ther economic and technical aid to India, a full public 
hearing was given to Congressional and private views that 
there was no political justification for giving aid to India 
and that no allotment of food grains, no matter how large, 
would make a lasting contribution to the solution of the 
problem presented by an unfavorable balance of popu- 
lation to resources. The duration of the debate and the 
criticism and invective expressed in it scarred Indian sus- 
ceptibilities and to that extent were a setback to good 
Indian-American relations. Yet, in the long view, this un- 
inhibited discussion resulted in the achievement of an 
American consensus that could not have been brought 
about by Executive edict alone. 

Similarly in 1956, Indian opinion, which is especially 
sensitive to what it considers any misreading of its non- 
alignment policy, was confused and annoyed over the se- 
quence of contrasting and apparently inconsistent state- 
ments about American attitudes toward neutralism made 
by President Eisenhower, Vice President Nixon, and Sec- 
retar)' of State Dulles. It should be kept clearly in mind 
however that these statements, as well as the criticisms they 
stirred up in America, constituted steps in a continuing 
groping toward a consensus on a difficult issue that had not 
previously been faced squarely. Nor should Indians allow 
their sensitive reactions to obscure the fact that the Indian 
Parliament, Indian leaders, the Indian press and Indian 
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public opinion have on occasion also thrown very rough 
brickbats at the United States. 

Within India there crops up an occasional feeling that 
the American constitutional machinery, however valuable 
it was in balancing the powers and ambitions of men in 
the times of the founding fathers, has lately lacked adapt- 
ability to the new conditions in which the United States 
finds itself. On balance, however, it can be argued that 
the American constitutional system has in fact proved ade- 
quate and flexible enough to carry through, since World 
War II, the most profound readjustment of the nation's 
foreign policies in its histoiy— such as the Truman Doc- 
trine, the Marshall Plan, Point Four and NATO. Many 
Americans believe that despite disruptive activities by some 
Senators and others, despite divisions over foreign relations 
within both the Republican and the Democratic parties, 
despite the publicized conflicts of testimony by officers of 
the administration, American responsibilities in this field 
have been discharged in a sober and adequate way. 

How important to Indian -American relations are these 
differences in their domestic political situations? Some of 
the differences are more conspicuous titan fundamental. 
For example, it is primarily faulty understanding that 
evokes impatience and annoyance with the contrasting 
constitutional and political processes. As these become 
more familiar they need cause no more difficulty in Indian- 
American relations than do similar contrasts in the case of 
Anglo-American relations. Similarly, no serious trouble 
should arise from the contrasts between the kinds of influ- 
ences that bear on the formulation of foreign relations 
attitudes in the two countries. If Americans are surprised 
at a seeming lack of public criticism of foreign policy in 
India, they sometimes discount too much the strength of 
Indian public feeling. On the other hand if Indians are 
confused by the seeming babble of voices hi America on 
major issues, they may overlook the underlying consensus 
and continuity of purpose in the United States. Greater 


34 India and America 

familiarity and better understanding can alleviate these 
misapprehensions. 

Other difficulties arise from the fact that America’s con- 
tacts with the world are more numerous and more varied 
than India’s. The Indian response to foreign policy issues 
often seems simpler and more clear-cut than the American 
because Indians do not need to resolve the same complex 
equations of conflicting forces and interests that confront 
the United States. The occasional impatience with which 
many Indians view the compromises that America feels it 
necessary to make and with which many Americans regard 
the seeming failure of India to face the full complexity of 
international problems may be understandable, but it is 
none the less real. However, as Indian experience expands, 
the situation seems to be easing. In 1948, the firmness of 
America and its allies in defeating the Soviet blockade of 
West Berlin by peaceful means did not make much impres- 
sion on an India whose interests did not then comprise 
European developments. On the other hand, in 1956, the 
fighting in Hungary and in Egypt touched Indian sensi- 
bilities deeply with the result that American policy in 
these situations had a strong— and favorable— impact on 
Indian opinion. 

Despite misunderstandings and annoyances, their com- 
mon reliance on democratic processes creates a strong bond 
of sympathy between India and the United States. Democ- 
racy arouses expectations of certain patterns of national 
behavior. There is a strong predisposition in favor of re- 
spect for human rights. Because policies are evolved 
through discussion and multi-staged decision, there is a 
promise that they will not be arbitrary. There is a deep 
aversion to war. The sharing of these basic values provides 
a framework of common understanding that should be 
kept in mind as we turn to examine the issues on which 
Indian and American policies differ. 
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Them: is, as we have seen, much in the Indian and Ameri- 
can tradition and practice that draws these democracies 
together. There is also much in their broad foreign policy 
goals that is close to people in both countries. And yet 
these similarities, these common bonds, may be as mis- 
leading as they are enlightening. This is so because they 
make it easier to underestimate the extent to which the 
specific courses of each country have been based on widely 
differing perspectives of the political topography of the 
world. 

That this is so is hardly surprising nor is it a condition 
confined to Jndian-American relations alone. Historical 
national experience, contemporary pressures and needs, 
current priorities and resources, geographical position, 
psychological and emotional outlook-all these combine 
to form a focus peculiar to each nation in the world. Thus, 
to India, relations with Pakistan are of the utmost urgency 
while to the United States they are nor. In the Indian 
view, military pacts only add to the evils which they arc 
supposed to correct; to the United States they are an 
essential part of defense. In Indian eyes Communist China 
—the dose and dynamic neigh bor— ought for a variety of 
reasons to be drawn onto the international scene, while to 
the United States it remains mi aggressor and a continuing 
menace. And there are other differences of acme impor- 
tance. 

55 
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Underlying these points of conflict, and indeed intrud- 
ing into almost all areas of policy, is another difference of 
opinion. This concerns the divergence between India and 
America on the twin topics of the nature of communism 
and of Soviet intentions . 1 So acute have these differences 
been on occasion that they have tended to obscure the 
broad community of interest between India and the United 
States and have interfered with the calm discussion of 
topics which in themselves have or should have little con- 
nection with matters concerning either communism or the 
Soviet Union. 

Although attitudes toward communism and the Soviet 
Union are inextricably linked to each other, they can 
nevertheless be differentiated to a certain degree. We start 
therefore with a look at Indian and American views on the 
political tenets and practices of communism and bn its 
economic and social programs. Then we shall consider the 
implications for Indian-American relations of Soviet power 
in Europe and Asia along with the Western nations’ coun- 
termeasures and the problems of coexistence. 

Communism as Theory 

It would be wrong to try to compare "the" Indian view 
of communism with "the" American view. In both coun- 
tries there is a variety of judgments on communism and 
even more on how to deal with it. But some generaliza- 
tions are possible. First of all, so far as domestic commu- 
nism is concerned, hostile reactions have been widespread 
in both countries. Both nations have been strongly influ- 
enced by traditions of individual freedom and of respon- 
sible and responsive government; both find, the doctrines 
of class war, dictatorship of the proletariat, liquidation of 
all opposition and suppression of individual liberties gen- 
erally repugnant. Both realize that their domestic Com- 
munist parties dance to tunes called by Moscow or per- 
haps increasingly by Peking. Furthermore, both have had 

2 Chinese communism is discussed in Chapter 5. 
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unfortunate experiences with their domestic Commu- 
nists. Indian leaders remember, for example, the collabo- 
ration of tire Indian Communists with the British govern- 
ment during the second war, their armed insurrection in 
1948 in the Tclengana region of Hyderabad, and their 
continuing attempts to exploit the conflicts of linguistic 
and other divisive groups within India. The government 
has therefore taken strong measures against Indian Com- 
munists. Under the wide powers given the Executive by 
the Preventive Detention Act passed in accordance with 
Article 22 of the Constitution, the government imprisoned 
thousands of Comrmmists for disruptive activities. Further- 
more Prime Minister Nehru and the ruling Congress party 
have repeatedly charged the Communist party with being 
anti-national tools of foreign influence and purveyors of 
inadequate and outdated dogmas. The installation after 
the 1957 elections of a Communist party ministry in Kerala 
State, pledged to administer the State within die frame- 
work of the Indian constitution, may perhaps require the 
Congress party to redratv its plans to meet this new Com- 
munist challenge at home. 

In the United States, experience has bred profound dis- 
trust of the American Communist party. The postwar 
revelations of die long reach of Soviet espionage, its pene- 
tration into government posts and atomic energy secrets, 
all these both served to revive pietvar suspicions of com- 
munism and caused widespread alarm over domestic Com- 
munist activities. This alarm led to a series of Congres- 
sional and state investigations; to the initiation and tight- 
ening of various “loyalty programs;*' to the enactment of 
the Internal Security Act of 1950; and to Congressional 
action in 1954 purporting to outlaw* the Communist party, 
depriving Communist-infiltrated trade unions of certain 
legal privileges, allowing Congress in some cases involving 
national security to deprive witnesses of the immunity of 
the Fifth Amendment, and establishing the death penalty 
for peacetime spying. 

In spite of this record of vigorous anuToiwmmkt ju> 
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tion in both countries, it is curious to note how distorted 
a picture each has formed of die other in this regard. To 
most Americans it has been the international attitude of 
India toward communism that has been apparent, while 
its stem domestic policy remained largely unknown. And 
as far as most informed Indians are concerned, it was the 
“McCarthyite excesses” of loyalty investigations that all 
too often seemed to be the sum total of American anti- 
communist activities. Thus groups in each country have 
castigated the policy of the other on the basis of insuffi- 
cient knowledge. As more Americans become aware of 
die Indian attitude and as the phenomenon of “McCar- 
thyism” recedes into die background, it can be expected 
that a more sober and respectful attitude may develop in 
each country concerning the policy of the other toward its 
domestic Communist problems. In this way at least one 
element of irritation in Indian-American problems may- 
be removed. 

More pervasive differences between the two countries 
are revealed in die interpretations favored in each of com- 
munism as an international movement. Here again it is 
unsafe to generalize as diere are many crosscurrents of 
opinion, but broadly speaking the Indian intellectual has 
been the more sdrred by and hospitable to the social and 
economic theories propounded by Marx and some of his 
followers. For one thing, to a generation of Indian intel- 
lectuals maturing restively under British rule the Marxian 
criticisms of feudal and capitalist-dominated sociedes often 
seemed to apply to India. Even more, Lenin’s theories of 
war and imperialism as "historical” explanations as well 
as his moral condemnation of colonialism seemed to give 
answers to die dilemmas that confronted die Indian anti- 
colonialist. The attractions of die goals of die classless 
society and the withering away of the state, togedier with 
a professed passion for peace, also played a share in estab- 
lishing a favorable frame of mind. 

After the Bolsheviks came to power they and dien the 
Soviet leaders built on this favorable foundadon by an 
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unceasing anticolonial propaganda in Asia and by a cordial 
attitude toward anticolonial activities and organizations. In 
the 1920’s Nehru and other Indians who visited the Soviet 
Union were impressed with the rapid industrial growth 
of Russia, the spread of education and literacy and health 
and with what was described in the Soviet Union as a 
scientific approach to economic development. Many lead- 
ers of the colonial peoples thus became accustomed to 
think of communism as offering definite answers to their 
problems and of the Soviet leaders as sympathetic to them 
and hostile to their imperial masters. 

Against these views is the strong suspicion and skepti- 
cism of communism— “pure” or otherwise— that is preva- 
lent in the United States. This is founded on several con- 
victions: that communism misreads the historical processes 
that have fundamentally transformed the conditions 
against which Marx protested*, that the Communist 
theories of war and imperialism similarly misread the 
process which has kd to the withering away of colonialism, 
and indeed were expounded cynically to advance the group 
and national interests of Communist leaders; that far from 
promoting any withering away of the state or any protec- 
tion to the citizen against official arbitrariness, a national 
Communist government must by internal compulsions be 
totalitarian. Furthermore, to most Westerners the portrait 
of the Soviet Union as a disinterested anticolonial power 
seems highly simplified— ignoring as it docs for example 
the zigzags of Soviet policy toward China in the 1920*s and 
of Soviet policy toward Europe in the 1950’s, as well as 
in later years. 

’These differences have their repercussions and influ- 
ence in the economic field as well. Although Prime Min- 
ister Nehru has repeatedly and firmly stated that the In- 
dian choice has been made— and made decisively— in favor 
of democratic government, there is much in Communist 
economic theory and experience as exemplified in the 
•Soviet; Union that has seemed attractive to Indian thinkers 
to a degree that would be extremely rare In the United 
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States. Reserving a discussion of state participation in the 
economic process for a later chapter, we need recall here 
only that to many Indians the Soviet Union’s experience 
in forcing through quick industrialization has seemed to 
have much more in common with the needs and demands 
of India than what they regard as the more leisurely de- 
velopment of the United States and Britain. Most Ameri- 
can opinion on the other hand, in addition to doubting 
the superior effectiveness of a totalitarian economy, regards 
it as discredited by its terrible human and social costs. 

Americans look on communism as a moral abomination 
and treat it with clear-cut and impatient indignation. In- 
dian attitudes can be described as more mixed. Except 
for Socialist and some right-wing groups, Indian opinion 
docs not pose the issue in moral terms and is therefore 
more tolerant in its appraisal of Communist theory and in 
its dealings with the Soviet Union. The revelations con- 
cerning Stalin's rule made by Nikita Khrushchev at the 
Twentieth Communist Party Congress held at Moscow in 
February 1956, and the Hungarian uprisings, have so far 
not had any significant concrete policy effects. Shocking 
they were, but they seem to have confirmed the Indian 
government in its conviction that the "liberalization” 
process within the Soviet Union and the East European 
countries is continuing and must not be interfered with 
by expressions of hostility and outside menace. Although 
in the United States there is also some opinion that would 
seek to encourage such "liberalization," somewhat different 
policy conclusions have been drawn from the theoretical 
evaluation and from subsequent events. Both on the level 
of theory and of practice these differences have caused a 
good deal of controversy in Indian-American relations. 


Policy Development: United States Policy and the 
Soviet Union ( 1945-1950 ) 

If their varying interpretations of communism as a social 
and economic philosophy were the only issue between 
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India and the United States in this field, their diflerenees 
would not figure so large. But in the postwar years these 
differences have become acutely serious because they have 
directly influenced each country's approach to the Soviet 
Union. 

In the immediate postwar period, Americans were learn- 
ing several painful and disillusioning lessons about the 
Soviet leadership. During the same period most Indians 
were concentrating almost their entire effort on achiev- 
ing national independence. They lived quite oblivions of 
die difficulties that were developing among the members 
of the Grand Alliance in working out postwar settlements. 
The growing rift between the United States and the Soviet 
Union therefore came as a surprise and disappointment 
to Indian opinion. Because most Americans have lived 
step by step through the painful development of relations 
with the Soviet Union, it may be difficult for them to 
understand how little of this history is known in India. 

As a matter of fact, circumstances were such that Indians 
missed the entire personal experience of frustration and 
menace that Western leaders underwent at the hands of 
the Russians during the war and subsequent to the Ger- 
man and Japanese surrenders. While plans were being 
worked out among die major allies for the common victory' 
and then for the postwar settlements, Indian leaders were, 
at first, in prison for nationalist activities instead of at the 
council tables of the nations. I .at or they were overwhelmed 
by the many grim developments which followed the birth 
of India's independence: the uprooting of millions of peo- 
ple from lands where their families had lived for centuries; 
a rising spiral of communal hatred which did not subside 
till it had claimed Mahauna Gandhi as its victim; disputes 
with Pakistan which threatened at any moment to break 
into a full-scale war; the threat posed by the Razakatt arid 
Communists in Hyderabad; the pressing need to integrate 
over hvc hundred princely states with the administration 
of the rest of the country; the hammering out of the de- 
tails of The nerv republican constitution. All these and 
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many other developments left little time and inclination 
for Indian leaders to assess the overbearing and tyrannical 
actions of the Soviet regime in territories which its armies 
had brought under supposedly temporary military control. 
Indeed most Indians are even today hardly aware of the 
grave considerations that forced the United States, after 
long hesitation, to abandon its traditional policy of avoid- 
ing peacetime military alignments and to take up unprece- 
dented economic and military commitments in Europe 
and Asia. To make this unexpected development in Ameri- 
can foreign policy intelligible to Indian readers, it trill be 
helpful briefly to recapitulate events which are still fresh 
in the minds of most Americans. 

With the coming of the peace the average American ex- 
pected at least a working arrangement with the Soviet 
Union to continue. He assumed that the Soviet leaders 
would join svith Britain and America in strengthening 
peace and promoting postwar recovery, on the basis of 
mutual respect engendered by the cooperation of the war 
period. It is true that a few specialists in international af- 
fairs had expressed a fear that the “artificial alliance” be- 
tween the United States and the Soviet Union, an align- 
ment bom of wartime necessity, would break up after the 
removal of the common threat and that the Soviet leader- 
ship would revert to its claim of possessing a monopoly of 
wisdom. They thought it natural as John Toster Dulles, 
then a private citizen, put it, 2 

. . . that the believers in a free society should feel that their 
ideals would be unsafe if the world became preponderantly 
totalitarian and intolerant and that proponents of dictatorship 
of the proletariat should feel unsafe in an environment of in- 
dividual freedom. 

Be that as it may, to the average American and to the 
average politician disillusionment came hard. It took a 
number of serious developments in Eastern Europe and 

3 John C. Campbell. The United States in World Affairs, 1945-1947 
(New Yori: Harper, for the Council on Foreign Relations, 1947); Preface 
by John Foster Dulles, p. \«l. 
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in Asia to turn an uneasy suspicion of Soviet intentions 
into a .firm conviction that the Soviet leaders attached Ut- 
tic or, no importance to their solemn promises and that 
the directions and goals of aggressive Soviet policy had 
been deliberately chosen and pursued. In the process, a 
great many efforts were made by American and British 
leaders to work out postwar solutions jointly with the 
Soviet government. At Teheran (1943), Yalta (February 
1945) and Potsdam (July-August 1945). Presidents Roose- 
velt and Truman had worked out with British leaders and 
with Marshal Stalin a series of arrangements for the polit- 
ical and economic future of European and Asian coun- 
tries liberated from German and Japanese conquest. Ad- 
dressing Congress on his return from Yalta, President 
Roosevelt had pictured a new postwar world order based 
on cooperation through the United Nations, a world ra 
which aggression and spheres of influence, exclusive alli- 
ances and balances of power would be tilings of the past. 
Unfortunately, subsequent events belied this hope. Pain- 
ful experience gradually convinced the American people 
and government that the Soviet Union was using the pres- 
ence of its armies in occupied territories for purposes other 
than those agreed upon at Yalta and Potsdam. Some indi- 
cations of Soviet intention were found in the manner in 
which a Soviet-run government was imposed on Rumania 
only a few days after the Yalta Conference; in the forceful 
elimination of non-Communist groups from effective par- 
ticipation in elections in Eastern Europe; in the Soviet 
establishment by armed force of a separatist movement in 
the Azerbaijan region of Iran; in the growing military sup- 
port given to Greek Communist guerrillas by the Bulgarian 
and Yugoslav Communist regimes; in the pressure on Tur- 
key to 1 surrender to Russia one-fourth of its territory to- 
gether with control of the Straits; in the stripping of 
Manchurian industry; and in the Soviet refusal to coop- 
erate in establishing a free and united Korea, Winston 
Churchill, at the time -out of office, was among the 
first to voice alarm at these events. “Nobody knows," he 
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said in a speech in Fulton, Missouri, in March 1946, 3 
"what Soviet Russia and its Communist international or- 
ganizations intend to do in the immediate future, or what 
are the limits, if any, to their expansive and proselytizing 
tendencies. . . The dangers that loomed up as the con- 
stant Soviet pressure for expansion became clear were mul- 
tiplied by the fact that the war had ended with the emer- 
gence of tiro "superpowers:” the Soviet Union and the 
United States. Gone were the elasticity and shock-absorbing 
quality which had in the past resulted from the existence 
of several great powers. 

Although Churchill’s warning words of 1946 were at 
first received with strong criticism in the United States, 
Soviet step-by-step expansion and unremitting pressure 
gradually caused the American people to re-examine their 
assumption that the end of the fighting had actually meant 
the beginning of genuine peace. It is important in ex- 
plaining Indian-American differences to note that this re- 
examination took place against the background of cer- 
tain lessons that most Americans had learned for the first 
time in the years immediately preceding Pearl Harbor. 
In the 1930's the United States had hardly participated in 
issues involving war and peace. As a result the aggressor 
nations of that time had, correctly enough, formed the im- 
pression that the United States was not willing to risk war 
by trying to prevent it through alliances or measures of 
collective security. Incorrectly interpreting this Amer- 
ican reluctance as weakness, and counting on American in- 
action in all contingencies, they had seized die initiative. 
The collapse of the French in 1940 and the drastic German 
threat to British naval power that followed shocked most 
Americans into realizing, however, diat they could not 
under modem conditions remain indifferent to die con- 
quest of all Europe by an aggressive and totalitarian power, 

5 "A Shadow Has Fallen on Europe and Asia,” delivered at Westminster 
College, Fulton, Missouri, March 5, 1946, Vital Speeches of the Day, v. 12 
(March 15, 1946), p. 331. 
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since such a conquest would pose a direct threat to the se- 
curity of the United States and of both Americas, 

Looking at Europe from 1945 to 1950 and watching So- 
viet expansion there, many Americans became convinced 
that the political changes in the balance of power that were 
taking place were as great a threat to the security of Amer- 
ica and of other free countries as Hitler’s aggressions had 
been. The Soviet Union had tremendous military might 
and it was the focus of an expanding totalitarian commu- 
nism that skillfully used the combined tactics of domestic 
intrigue, infiltration, subversion and military intimida- 
tion. Furthermore, the Russian state had for generations 
pushed for "warm water" outlets and the Soviet Union 
showed no signs of abandoning this goal, especially since it 
had achieved control over Eastern and Central Europe 
and was in a position to exercise pressure against Italy, 
Greece, Turkey and Iran. The Soviet Union embodied a 
combination of the relentless pressures of Russian ambi- 
tions, a secretive and totalitarian state system, and a Mes- 
sianic doctrine that proclaimed itself the enemy and 
"grave-digger" of all differing doctrines and systems and 
whose proponents boasted that it was destined to triumph 
over the whole world. This combination presented a for- 
midable threat to non-Soviet societies everywhere and par- 
ticularly to the United States, which seemed to be the 
only potentially decisive obstacle to Soviet ambitions. 

The urgency of the threat was multiplied by the nature 
of the modern weapons that had been initiated during the 
war and then developed further. The increasing range of 
aircraft as well as the development of atomic and guided 
missiles finally dispelled whatever shreds of illusion there 
might have been that the United States could ever again 
be Immune to military or political events that created 
havoc in other parts of the world. As early as October 
LM5 4 Emblem Truman had warned the Congress that 
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. . . never again can we count on the luxury of time with which 
to arm ourselves. In any future war, the heart of the United 
States would be the enemy’s first target. Our geographical se- 
curity is now gone— gone with the advent of the robot bomb, 
the rocket, aircraft carriers and modern airborne armies. 

These were among die major background factors. In pol- 
icy terms the Soviet Union’s cynical disregard of its 
pledged word in Eastern Europe and elsewhere was at first 
interpreted by most American leaders as a genuine mis- 
understanding of international obligations by "the clois- 
tered, hypersuspicious and doctrine-ridden men of the 
Kremlin.” Gradually however— as the deadlock caused by 
the Soviet veto in the United Nations continued, as the 
reparations, atomic energy and peace treaty discussions re- 
mained deadlocked, while the Soviet Union expanded its 
influence— as all this continued, Secretary of State Byrnes 
began to formulate a new policy based on a combination 
of "patience and firmness, tolerance and understanding.” 
In its broad aims this policy failed, for it did not lead to 
a settlement of German and Austrian peace conditions. 
However, after Byrnes made it clear at the Council of Min- 
isters in November 1946 that he did not intend to con- 
tinue negotiating endlessly over the treaties with Italy, the 
Balkan nations and Finland, the Soviet Union allowed 
them to be completed and signed in February 1947. The 
treaties as drawn contained more concessions to Soviet than 
to Western views. 

However there was no basic change in Soviet policies or 
Soviet goals. Therefore when news came from London that 
Britain’s grave economic situation would force it to dis- 
continue economic and military support to Greece and 
Turkey after March 1947, the United States faced a vital 
decision: could it, in terms of its own security and that of 
Western Europe and West Asia, allow Communist pres- 
sures on Greece and Turkey to bring them under Soviet 
domination or should it take the unprecedented step of 
assuming the responsibilities toward these countries die 
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British had hitherto Borne? Addressing the Congress on 
March 12/' President Truman advocated a new policy, that 
of containment: 

I believe that it must be the policy of the United States to 
support free peoples who arc resisting attempted subjugation 
by armed minorities or by outside pressures, I believe that we 
must assist free peoples to work out their own destinies in their 
own way. 

During the searching debate on the Greek and Turkish 
Aid bill which followed, the late Senator Arthur H. Van- 
denherg, Chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations Com- 
mittee and a former spokesman of the isolationist wing 
of the Republican party, supported the President's plea: 6 

. . . 1 think we should . . . face it very, very frankly, because I 
do not know that there is any alternative. . . . when you have a 
type of government which is given over to expansion throtigh 
all history so long as diat expansion can succeed and grow, and 
there is no limit to its growth until some other counterforce 
opposes it. . . , 

The Congress accepted the President's plea and aid to 
Greece and Turkey was granted. 

In the meantime it was becoming increasingly dear 
that acute danger in Europe was not confined to Greece 
and Turkey, A very' bad harvest in Western Europe in 
1940, followed by an extremely cold winter, had intensi- 
fied the pressure on its exhausted domestic economies and 
its depleted foreign exchange resources. There were not 
enough necessities of life to go around. Goods which used 
to pay for the import of materials to supplement local re- 
sources did not exist and could not he produced without 
imported materials. Although the United States had since 
V-E Day provided SI 1,000.000,000 through UN RR A, and 
other grants of supplies (including $4h$/)0()/H)Q to the 
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Soviet Union), through loans and private donations to Eu- 
ropean countries, this help had not corrected the under- 
lying causes of Europe’s distress. 

To American eyes there were many signs that the So- 
viet leaders saw in this postwar exhaustion a unique op- 
portunity for establishing Russian supremacy over all of 
Europe simply by obstructing any efforts at economic re- 
covery and political settlement. American leaders feared 
that, if the forces of disintegration were allowed to work 
unchecked, the political and economic institutions of West- 
ern Europe would collapse and local Communist parties 
would capture power everywhere. Then— without having 
fired a shot— the Soviet Union would dominate the vast 
expanse of territory from the Pacific to the Atlantic, a 
territory containing a large population, much of the indus- 
try of the world and much of its resources. Such an even- 
tuality would, they felt, expose the United States to in- 
calculable risks that could not be accepted. 

Without heavy American aid Europe’s economic ills 
could not be cured. Secretary of State Marshall in June 
1947 quietly suggested that the European nations jointly 
prepare a program of economic reconstruction on the basis 
of which the United States could then determine what aid 
it could afford to give to Europe as a whole. In develop- 
ing his proposal Marshall was careful to explain that the 
American policy was "directed not against any country or 
doctrine, but against hunger, poverty, desperation and 
chaos.” Although the American experience with Soviet 
maneuvers in the distribution of UNRRA aid had not 
been a happy one and although the postwar development 
of Soviet policy had been a great disappointment to Amer- 
ican opinion, still no European nations were excluded from 
Secretary Marshall’s proposal. 

It was in fact the Soviet leadership that rejected the 
proffered aid and that forbade its satellites to accept it. 
Three weeks after Marshall’s speech Molotov came to Paris, 
supposedly to discuss the necessary arrangements with the 
British and French Foreign Ministers. But Molotov was 
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adamant that each country draw up its own requirements 
and negotiate separately Tor aid with the United States. 
The East European countries under Soviet domination— 
even those that had shown a very active interest— were 
thereupon also faced by a Soviet demand that they have 
nothing to do with the Marshall Plan. By its action the 
Soviet Union prevented the formulation of an a 1! -Euro- 
pean program of recovery and cooperation and gave a 
further strong impetus lo the process by which Europe was 
being broken into two camps. 

While the sixteen West European countries were work- 
ing out the details of their economic cooperation, Com- 
munist leaders from nine European countries met in Po- 
land and revived in slightly disguised form the prewar 
Communist International, now renamed the Communist 
Information Bureau (Cominform). At this meeting Soviet 
Politburo member Andrei Zhdanov also launched an all- 
out attack on the Marshall Plan as an attempt to estab- 
lish a "protectorate” over Europe. Following the meeting 
widespread strikes in France and Italy— which had the 
largest Communist parties of Western Europe— threatened 
to develop into civil war; it was in these countries that the 
Communist efforts to sabotage the Marshall Plan were con- 
centrated, At the same time the Soviet Union consolidated 
further its control of Eastern Europe through the quick 
conclusion of treaties of military aid and alliance with the 
Communist-imposed governments of Bulgaria, Rumania 
and Hungary along the lines of its exclusive treaties con- 
cluded in 1915 with Poland and Yugoslavia, 

These developments— especially when coupled with a 
Communist coup in Chechoslovakia in February HUB and 
the accidental death or murder of fan Masaryk, son of the 
founder of the Oechodovah Republic— aroused great anx- 
iety ttt Western Europe and the United States, Many peo- 
ple wondered openly whether Austria, Italy or France was 
next on the Soviet list. By Match HUB these events pro- 
voked Secretary Marshall to comment that the situation 
was "disturbingly similar’* ia that In the years before 1939 
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when the Nazis had threatened to overrun Europe. On 
March 29 President Truman warned that certain things 
were worse than war, one of them being slavery. "That's 
what we were faced with in 1940 and 1941. We are,’’ he 
said, “faced with almost exactly the same situation today.” 
It was in tin's atmosphere of anxiety that the American 
Congress on March 31, 1948, passed the European Re- 
covery Program through which $17,000,000,000 were to be 
channeled into the recovery of Western Europe over the 
next four years. 

Meanwhile in Europe this alarm had earlier in the same 
month culminated in the signing by France, Britain, Bel- 
gium, the Netherlands and Luxembourg of the so-called 
Brussels Pact. The core of the agreement— which was to 
last fifty years— lay in the promise to give "all military and 
other aid and assistance in [each signatory’s] power” to any 
one of the signatories whose territory or armed forces might 
be the object of an armed attack in Europe. A permanent 
Consultative Council was set up to deal with all questions 
that might arise under the treaty. Together with another 
regional pact, the Rio Treaty of 1947 for the mutual de- 
fense of the twenty American republics, the Brussels Pact 
formed die precedent for the North Atlantic Treaty. 

In June 1948 the Soviet leadership opened another chap- 
ter in its effort to dominate all of Europe when it startled 
the world by blocking surface traffic coming into West 
Berlin by land or water. This posed a crisis of the first 
magnitude to the British, French and American govern- 
ments, which shared with the Soviet Union in the four- 
power administration of that city, and which were sud- 
denly faced with the alternatives of withdrawing from Ber- 
lin and abandoning its people to Soviet rule, or of trans- 
porting massive quantities of fuel, food and other neces- 
sities to sustain life and hope in the 2,500,000 citizens of 
West Berlin. One alternative open to them was to force 
traffic lanes dirough Soviet-occupied territory to reach 
Berlin— a course diat ran the grave risk of leading to war. 
Instead, the Western powers set out with quiet determina- 
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tion 10 launch an aircraft operation unparalleled even in 
time of wan Working round die dock, in 318 da>s their 
airmen itew more than 1,500,000 tons of supplies over 
Sovie? -controlled territory into West Berlin, 

It was during these critical and anxious days that public 
opinion in Western countries was driven to trie conclusion 
that, the only argument the Soviet leadership recognized 
and respected teas that of alert resourcefulness and mil* 
ltarv preparedness. Clearly, it teas the presence of Western 
troops in Berlin as a token of the trill to resist and the 
availability of personnel .and planes that had enabled 
the Western powers to parry the Soviet attempt to schc the 
whole of Berlin by starvation. The conviction grew in die 
United States that economic assistance to Western Eu- 
rope was not by itself enough to meet the existing threats. 
On January 14, 1940, after months of discussions with the 
Brussels Treaty states, die Department of State affirmed 
that ‘'formal association of the United States with these 
countries in an arrangement directed against aggression 
evidently will be needed.” On April 4, 1949, the North 
Atlantic Treaty was signed by ten Western European 
countries and by Canada and the United Slates, Each sig* 
natory pledged itself to maintain and develop the. rapacity 
to resist armed attack, to consult together In the event of 
threats, and to regard an armed attack against one or more 
as an attack against all, largely because of the American 
■constitutional structure the NATO agreement did not 
have the automatic character of the Brussels Pact but pro- 
vided that assistance to any signatory attacked should in- 
volve "such actions as [each signatory] deems necessary, 
including the me of armed force, to testate and maintain 
the security of the North Atlantic area,” Supplementary 
bilateral agreements were worked out with European mem- 
bers of the North Atlantic community during the course 
of the year and by March 3950 the Defense Committee of 
the Organization had drawn up a plan for the imcgxatcd 
protection of Western Europe, 

Until it joined in creating NATO, the United Sums 
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had never taken part in a system of European alliances. 
Even in 1917 and 1941 the word "alliance” had been 
avoided in favor of euphemisms to describe collaboration 
with other countries. As late as 1947, when the United 
States was becoming fearful that the Soviet leaders were 
aiming to take over Europe, it had not remobilized its 
largely disbanded armies; it had simply indicated that its 
policy was to stand firm and not allow further extension 
of the advances which Soviet power had made in Europe 
between 1945 and 1947. The decision to create a system 
of mutual defense was taken only after the Russians had 
exploded their first atomic bomb and after a prolonged 
and vigorous public debate which extended far beyond 
the walls of die Capitol at Washington. It was with evi- 
dent reluctance that the people of the United States as- 
sumed the heavy burden of unparalleled economic assis- 
tance and military support to Western Europe. This pol- 
icy of banding together in a defensive coalidon was not 
meant to shut the door against future negotiations; it was 
taken in the hope diat situations of weakness might be re- 
placed by positions of strength so that “they can be recog- 
nized and out of them can grow agreement.” Speaking on 
March 16, 1950, 7 Secretary of State Acheson explained: 

Our attitude is not inflexible, our opinions are not frozen. . . . 
We are always ready to discuss, to negotiate, to agree, but we 
are understandably loath to play the role of international 
sucker. We will take the initiative in the future as we have in 
the past in seeking agreement whenever there is any indication 
that this course would be a fruitful one. 

Indian Evaluation of Soviet Goals 

It tvas at about this time that the leaders of the young 
Indian Republic— having overcome many serious domestic 
difficulties— were able to look around and take note of 
what had happened in the West. By then the division of 

T "Tensions between the United States and the Soviet Union,” speech at 
the University of California (Berkeley), Department of State Bulletin, 
v. 22 (March 27, 1950). p. 477. 
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Europe into two military camps had taken shape and the 
great debate In the United States was mainly over. Most. 
Indians had been remote from the atmosphere of crisis 
created by the provocative steps of the Soviet Union as 
well as unaware of the evident reluctance with which the 
United States had adjusted its historic attitude toward 
Europe and brought it into line with the new realities of. 
the international scene. What Indians saw was the dose 
military association of the United States with the colonial 
powers of Western Europe. Not enough people outside 
India have realized the impact of this association on Indian 
thinking. 

Throughout their long history Indians have had little 
direct contact with the Russians. There had been nothing 
in India’s national experience to give specific content to the 
Western picture of the Soviet leadership and its interna' 
tional Communist movement as insatiably aggressive and 
a threat to the independence of nations and to human 
freedom. Differences in personal experience also counted 
for a great deal here. While millions of Americans are re- 
lated by descent and common tradition to the victims of 
Communist oppression in Eastern Europe and the Soviet 
Union, thete have been no similarities Unking Indians 
with the misfortunes of these people— about whom they 
have until very recently been generally uninformed. 
Rather, Indian opinion has been impicssed by the Soviet 
Union's long-term propaganda support for antieolomamm 
and in particular by its well -publicized support to the free- 
dom movements in Indonesia, Indochina and Malaya. It 
has correspondingly been irritated by the United States' 
commitment of financial and military support to allies 
who in their role as colonial powers were trying to crush 
nationalist resistance. This view of American policy in 
Europe tended to destroy the earlier oversimplified Indian 
image of the United States as an international knight- 
errant of liberty. The suspicion and distrust with which 
the Indians Viewed the policies of colonial powers were 
gradually extended to include the United States. As a 
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result the American role in helping Indonesia to its inde- 
pendence has not been appreciated nor have its efforts at 
assistance in other Asian areas. 

Apart from a natural rejection of colonialism and a gen- 
erally favorable appraisal of the theory of Soviet rule, and 
also of Soviet industrial achievements, the foundations of 
the Indian attitude toward the Soviet Union are to be found 
in the Indian evaluation of the Soviet-United States con- 
flict since 1945 and its effect on Asia. Since independence 
India has been subjected to intensive propaganda efforts 
from both sides in the conflict. Their net effect in India 
has been a widely accepted view of the conflict as bas- 
ically a clash of power rather than of ideals and one in 
which the key area was a remote Europe rather than Asia. 
Both these conclusions have encouraged India to fight shy 
of involvement in the cold war. 

Indian leaders have thus declined to accept a black and 
white "cold war” picture of postwar developments that 
asserted the presence of right on one side exclusively. 
Furthermore, when the United States interpreted the So- 
viet threat in moral terms, leading Indians suggested that 
Americans had not argued thus during the Litvinov period 
of Soviet diplomacy nor during the wartime alliance. The 
American retort that during the Litvinov period the So- 
viet Union had given the impression of intending to act 
according to accepted international standards and that— 
as far as the war period was concerned— in a war for na- 
tional survival the leaders of any nation must seek allies 
wherever they can, made little impression on Indian opin- 
ion. Most leaders of Indian thought have also concluded 
that the Soviet Union feared American intentions at least 
as much as the United States feared Soviet intentions. In 
support of this conclusion they point to the Soviet em- 
phasis on United States participation in the international 
intervention after the Bolshevik revolution. They point 
also to the postwar Russian fears of American atomic 
weapons and to the complaints of Soviet leaders after 
World War II concerning American "aggressive" designs. 
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Thus, after the Western nations hat! orgamred themselves 
into NATO, it appeared to many Indians to hf a barren 
controversy whether the Soviet Union was driven by ant* 
In t ion or (car or both; fear was evidently present or* both 
sides, they thought, as tihiropc was divided between com- 
peting and hostile allfctnres. 

latching to Asia, Indian leaders have interpreted the 
Communist threat as coming from within Asian societies 
nither than from Soviet military* aggression. What would 
be the need or the advantage for the Soviet Union, Indians 
ask, in attacking a country in South or Southeast Asia? 
Asia is spread over a large area and is industrially under- 
developed; occupation of Asian countries would— so the 
argument runs— hardly add to Soviet military strength. 

Here lies one of the direct differences in the appraisals 
of Soviet policies that carry* the most weight in India and 
in the United States. Simplified for the purposes of argu- 
ment, the prevailing Indian view has been that the Soviet 
program for Asia rests on political, cultural and economic 
penetration rather than on military conquest. It would 
follow that the Communists* best gambit is to infiltrate the 
ranks of Asian political panics for their own purposes. In 
Asia the Communist appeal has not been in terms of the 
overawing force of So Act armed might— its atomic weapons 
and huge armies and air power— but in terms of ending 
colonialism and of promoting economic plenty' through 
drastic land reforms, collectivized agriculture and nation* 
Alfred industry. This appeal has been directed not at the 
strategic fears but at the aspirations of governments as well 
as at the common man and his hopes. Therefore, many 
Indians would say, Americans have misread the significance 
of Asian Communist movements becaum—as Indians see 
it -they have thought of Communists as conspirator hit 
gamblers for power rather than as leaders who offer an- 
swers, which may be honest or misleading, to some of the 
pressing questions facing Asian peoples. By talking of the 
Communist danger to the bee world, of which dm ordinary 
people in Asia have no conception, and by stressing the 
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importance o£ military alliances and underemphasizing 
social and economic measures, the United States is in this 
Indian view leaving the social and economic back door 
wide open to subversion while guarding the military front 
gate against an unlikely overt Soviet aggression. 

This analysis is bound to disturb American opinion, 
chiefly for three reasons. In the prevalent American view 
it is first of all impossible to answer categorically the ques- 
tion of the direction Soviet policy might or might not have 
taken in the absence of military alliances such as NATO, 
the Baghdad Pact or SEATO. The Soviet Union after all 
encouraged the use of military force in Asia, as in Korea 
and in Indochina, and threatened to use it against Berlin, 
Turkey and Yugoslavia. It is not that the American gov- 
ernment discounts the major danger that arises from the 
possibility of Soviet and Chinese Communist infiltration 
of all types. Far from it. The American government feels, 
nevertheless, that a military "umbrella,” no matter how 
symbolic, extended over parts of the area serves as notice 
of an active American concern and makes open military 
action by the Communists more risky for them and there- 
fore more unlikely. 

The second reason why the Indian analysis given above 
would be disturbing to most American opinion is in the 
picture of the Communist which it gives. In the prevalent 
American view, thinking of the Communist as primarily 
a hard-working reformer of good will misses much of the 
significance of the role of die Moscow-oriented party man. 
In the American view, die intemarional Communist ap- 
paratus has demonstrated time and again that it lias many 
arms and utilizes many different types of workers whom it 
trains according to their several functions. The Commu- 
nist plan thus has its uses for the propagandist who works 
among the people, for the dedicated and disciplined mem- 
ber of a secret cadre, for the spy and organizer, for the 
"united front” man of conciliation and for die fellow 
traveler. It is impossible to assess Communist world strat- 
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cgy without comulering all varieties of its tactical applb 
cation. 

Finally, the Indian analysts given above would per- 
turb American opinion because it shows so dearly that 
Americans have failed to communicate to the majority 
of informed Indians what the United States has done 
and h trying to do in Asia, There appears to have been 
too much tall; of military aid and too little of the 
emergency shipments of food, programs of agricultural 
reform and of technical arid economic assistance Which the 
United States has initiated or promoted in Asia, Criticism 
of the United States for causing higher defense expendi- 
tures in some Asian countries through its programs in 
Other Asian countries, along with the criticism that the 
United States has ignored the need for economic develop- 
ment and has misread Asian experience since 1945, indi- 
cate how serious has been this failure in communication. 
It should not he impossible to remedy this and to promote 
a better understanding of American policies among wider 
groups of people in India, 

In sum, for the reasons already outlined, as well as be- 
cause of the influences of geographic location and power 
position, the Indian government and people have been 
far more concerned with the dangers of war which arise 
from the great split in Europe than with the rights and 
wrongs of its origin. As a result they have refused to take 
any public stand on the causes of Lite European conflict 
or on questions of right and wrong in that conflict and 
have, mn fined shr-tmehes to pointing out the dangers in- 
volved in the building up of military blocs and the piling 
tip of armaments by both rides and to pleading for gen- 
eral disarmament- lists approach has been cri Itched in the 
United States, m the Soviet Union and do': where as falling 
to make vital distinctions. Some small group?* in India-* 
among them the Pntja Socialists— have protested that the 
government's reluctance to pronounce on the responsi- 
bility of postwar Soviet policies’ for intensifying European 
f custom' or to understand and support the 1 position of 



58 


India and America 


major free countries both jeopardize Indian security and 
repudiate India's responsibility to act as a lending Asian 
nation. Official policy has, however, continued to receive 
strong public backing because it fits the over-all Indian 
view of the cold war and of India’s role in seeking to les- 
sen its dangers. 


The Indian “Bridge" Policy 

Indians are generally aware— though most foreigners 
probably are not— that the ways in which India seeks to in- 
fluence the great powers stem directly from the methods 
by which India’s nationalists won its independence from 
British rule. Rather than attempt the hopeless task of op- 
posing Britain’s forces with arms, Indian nationalists un- 
der Mahatma Gandhi’s leadership emphasized the build- 
ing up of political consciousness and self-confidence among 
the masses through the tactics of satyagraha. Satyagraha 
pressure is nonviolent. It has the advantage of always leav- 
ing the door open to further negotiations. It was effective 
when applied against the British, although it may be de- 
bated whether its success was due to the reasonableness of 
the British rather than to some inherent capacity to exert 
irresistible pressure against any opponent. 

When India became independent in a world which was 
already split, the new goal was to prevent any outbreak 
of hostilities among die major powers. Acutely conscious 
of India’s slender industrial base and its widespread pov- 
erty, die government felt that it could not hope to meet 
international challenges by military means but believed 
that it might contribute to defending world peace by 
steadily pressing nonviolent and conciliatory proposals 
aimed at bridging the chasm between the anti-Communist 
powers and the Soviet bloc. Thus the way of the Pancha 
Shil became its policy: five principles of state conduct to 
seek peace through peaceful means. Indians already had 
deep-rooted ideological, institutional, and economic links 
with the Western democracies. To pursue its “bridge” pol- 
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icy, the Indian government consciously strove t o build up 
friendly relations with Communist countries as well, even 
though it rejected their political ideology* It also delib- 
erately refrained front crjiicmng their systems of nrimink- 
nation or domestic development. A considerable portion 
of Indian opinion followed tire government's lead, argu- 
ing that criticism of the Soviet Union and its partners was 
unlikely to do any good while it would interfere with 
India’s effort to play the uncommitted middleman of 
good will toward both blocs, 

In the United States and among small groups in India 
die charge has on occasion nevertheless been made that 
the Indian government has not held an even balance and 
that it has enriched the Western nations while refraining 
from criticizing the Soviet Union* This appears to the: 
critics of Indian policy as using different-colored spectacles 
to look at the United States and the Soviet Union. 
Against this it is argued that Indian leaders feel freer to 
criticize Western countries partly became they are closer 
to them and more friendly with them and can therefore 
perhaps hope to have greater influence with them, and 
partly because many Western measures directly involve 
Indian interests, whereas Indian leaders see no direct 
tin eats to India from Communist a regression. The argu- 
ment that Indian security will be directly .affected should 
that of its Western friends he destroyed by Communist 
aggression seems to have little impact on the Indian out- 
look. That this difference in outlook remains an irritant 
in Indum-Arnerk.in relations 4 is generally recognized. 

The Indian policy of nonalipwnem has attracted the 
support of several Asian governments and the enthusiasm 
t«f large numbers of people, particularly In. non-Commu- 
rtht parts of Asia ami in parts of Africa, It has imparted a 
crmvidcrabk authority ro India's voice in international af- 
fairs far outweighing India's military strength, So long as 
vital work! problem* tan hr approached peacefully, India 
has *i. <omfw»mn rote to play as a spokesman for a re- 
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surgent Asia and as a mediator. Thus, the world situation 
toward which Indian policy strives is one in which force 
as a factor in international affairs will be reduced to the 
absolute minimum and no concentrations of power built 
up around the militarily strong nations. It is in this situa- 
tion that India’s influence could be at a maximum of effec- 
tiveness. 

Politics conducted by power blocs leaves India with 
little elbowroom in which to play the mediator. Any use 
of violence around its perimeter threatens it both directly 
and indirectly because it pushes the adjacent countries in- 
volved to join one or another of the power blocs and thus 
brings the forces of the great powers back into portions of 
the world surrounding India. Indians fear that if weaker 
nations, including India, are organized under military 
pacts they will be reduced to playing the puppet to 
stronger nations. To all these developments India is dia- 
metrically opposed, for its goal is to be surrounded by a 
series of states which will be independent of all outside 
power (including, if possible, even a China wholly inde- 
pendent of Russia). Among these states, India, the strong- 
est except China, would then hope to give at least ideolog- 
ical and moral leadership. The tendency of Indian policy 
in Asia is to seek at almost any price some sort of tran- 
quillity based on a congeries of autonomous and unallicd 
states. In such a situation economic development of the 
Asian states could proceed unmolested by outside forces or 
world rivalries. Hence, there is little motivation for India 
to align itself with the anti-Communist alliance or with 
the Soviet bloc. Nonalignment expresses well the mixed 
feelings of Indians toward the two sides in the conflict. It 
also fits the strategy which India is following of engaging 
in a maximum of political activity without having corre- 
sponding military power. Thanks to the persistence of the 
deadlocked balance of the two blocs, India can negotiate 
with both sides, assuming the outward mien of authority 
though lacking the usual tools of power. 
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MtHlsiy Pacts in Indian-United States Relations 

The United States and India, as we have seen, look upon 
die Soviet Union from widely differing angle 1 ;. This di- 
vergence has led them to disagree sharply over several 
issues, prominent among them being the matter of military 
pacts. This is an issue that touches the national interests 
of bosh, challenges their deepest beliefs concerning the 
best way they can help the cause of peace, and arouses 
deep emotional sensitivities. It has been largely respon- 
sible for one of the gravest developments in Indian- 
American relations to date. It underlies the belief, held in 
many popular circles and also in some powerful groups 
within each country, that the other government's policies 
arc not only misconceived but also harmful to the common 
aim of securing peace and freedom for all nations. No at- 
tempt to improve Indian- American relations can hope for 
success unless it faces frankly the issue of military pacts. 

We have seen in brief how NATO teas formed. Indians 
did not particularly object to NATO as a European de- 
fense system. They did protest that it had the indirect ef- 
fect of strengthening metropolitan powers against which 
Asian nationalist groups were struggling. And they oh- 
jmed even more vigorously when another system of joint 
defense arrangements was extended by the United States to 
various countries in Asia, pnuirularly to Pakistan. 

In Em one and America. NATO— under the umbrella of 
* * 

the American capability for atomic retaliation— was widely 
credited with having saved Western Europe from Soviet 
aggression. Western Europe however was not the only 
threatened area. Events from HH9 on persuaded the lead- 
ers of a number of countries in Asia, Europe and Amer- 
ica that the Soviet leadership— having been blocked in the 
West— was turning its eyes eastward. Aggression launched 
from North Korea, guerrilla warfare in Indochina and 
increased Soviet activities from Afghanistan to the Arab 
countries all suggested efforts to probe the vulnerabilities 
of the nomComnnmbt countries. These Soviet tactics 
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caused alarm 'in many countries which feared that they 
might be consumed in local "brushfire” wars in a situation 
which teas in die large moving toward stalemate. At first 
the United States was reluctant to expand its already large 
military commitments. But in 1951 the United States 
joined in pacts of mutual defense with Australia and New 
Zealand and with the Philippine Republic, and later with 
Japan, South Korea and die Chinese Nationalists in For- 
mosa. In 1954 it made a military assistance agreement with 
Pakistan. And after the Communists' success in taking 
over North Viet Nam, the United States in September 
1954 took a leading part in organizing the Southeast Asia 
Treaty Organization. In 1955 it also encouraged the ex- 


pansion of the Turko-Iraqi treaty into the five-nation 
Baghdad Pact, without itself fully joining it. This policy 
seemed a logical and necessary extension of the over-all 
pattern of military containment and of holding out the 
threat of American reprisal as a deterrent to Communist - 
aggression. By strengthening and stiffening the forces of 
its allies the United States also sought to meet the crit- 
icism that reliance on the Strategic Air Force for massive 
retaliation would not stop the outbreak of local aggres- 
sions similar to the attack on South Korea. 53 135- 
To most Indians this policy is open to several objections 
which seem to them so strong as to invalidate its basic 
premises. First of all, most Indians accept as an article of 
faith the view that there is little or no danger of Soviet 
armed aggression in Asia. The very establishment of mili- 
tary alliances along the fringe of the Soviet Union and 
China, they argue, makes it likely that these nations will 
take counteractions. Such alliances therefore by their very 
existence increase the chances of war. Most American esti- 


mates hold, on the contrary, that the Soviet leadership is 
more likely to push into power vacuums than into areas 
where it is bound to meet with strong opposition. This is 
an issue on which neither side appears able to persuade 


the other to its view^^- 
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' One difference between the Indian and American views 
on the menace of communism, a difference which in turn 
leads to contrary views on the effect of military pacts, np* 
pears ro result from what might be called their time per- 
spectives. Indians often express a confidence that with time 
and patience the Communist regimes will mellow and 
soften. When queried they often indicate that the period 
of time requited for this might run to several decades. 
Few Americans arc likely to he satisfied with a policy that 
does not hold out a prospect of improvement for the next 
two decades or more. At home Indians arc more con- 
cerned than Americans with what may happen in the next 
five years during which India will be carrying out its cru- 
cial development plans. In foreign policy it is the Amer- 
ican view that certain strategic precautions taken now, 
even at some risk, will pay off by opening the path to a 
better settlement a decade or two hence. Indian policy is 
more concerned with peace here and now and is unwilling 
to participate in these steps or shoulder any part of the 
risk. To a number of Americans it appears that this pol- 
icy undoubtedly relieves anxiety in Moscow and Peking to 
some degree and enables them to take a more relaxed, less 
hurried, stance. In the American view Indian policy may 
to that extent pay off in the short run. But what if, as 
Americans believe, the drive to comnuinire the world is 
in reality fiercely adhered to by the Communist powers 
and over the coming decades the Soviet Union continues 
to seize opportunities, one by one, to undermine or con- 
quer countries which fall into difficulties? How then will 
•a policy of nonatignmem and independent action secure 
India, or any other nation, from eventually finding itself 
surrounded by overwhelming Communist power? The So- 
cialists and many independents in India have asked the 
same question, hut to most Indians this possibility rep- 
resents a less immediate and less frightening danger than 
the mi dear war which they believe to be the logical out- 
come of continued American-Soviet antagonism. 
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Coexistence and the Hungarian Crisis 

Since the Nineteenth Party Congress of 1952, and even 
more since 1955, the Soviet leadership has laid great stress 
on prospects of “coexistence” between the Communist 
powers and the democracies. Premier Bulganin and Nikita 
Khrushchev dwelt on this theme during their spectacular 
tour through India in the winter of 1955-1956. Although 
the Soviet leaders’ castigation of Stalin and his rule shook 
certain longstanding Indian preconceptions about the So- 
viet Union and other Communist regimes, many highly 
placed Indians were nevertheless impressed when spokes- 
men at die Twentieth Communist Party Congress in 1956 
announced that die Soviet leaders had ended the “cult of 
the individual" and were widening the distribution of po- 
litical power to protect the people by more elfecdve checks 
on the government; diat war between Communist states 
and other states was not inevitable; that there were sev- 
eral roads to socialism; and that “coexistence” was possible. 
When Prime Minister Nehru observed that "they are mov- 
ing toward great changes from which they -will not be able 
to turn back,” he gave the lead to a new Indian assessment 
of the Soviet Union. 

This optimistic assessment differs considerably from die 
prevailing American view. Although some American ob- 
servers occasionally discern a gleam of hope that a genuine 
and irreversible process of “liberalization,” a process that 
could lead to an honorable and lasdng peace for die non- 
Communist world, has begun, Americans generally feel it 
safer to adopt an attitude of "wait and see.” Nor do they 
feel diat the Soviet arguments at the Twentieth Commu- 
nist Party Congress have been thoroughly comincing. They 
remember, for example, that even in the recent past the 
Soviet leadership has shown itself a master of die quick 
change in tactics; and, furthermore, that the new policies, 
as the Soviet spokesmen have themselves emphasized, have 
their antecedents in the Lenin and Stalin periods and 
might be subject to the abrupt reversals which have taken 
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place in the Soviet Union in the past. In addition, some 
Americans point out that in justifying the new policies, 
Soviet leaders have indicated a number of international 
strategic reasons which made war less likely. And, in dis- 
cussing the Soviet statement that socialism need not come 
elsewhere as it had in Russia, Americans have been struck 
by the fact that there is no evidence of Soviet change in 
goal, but only in method. As for coexistence, the Soviet 
Statement pointed out merely that there must be an interim 
period before world revolution could be achieved, during 
which Socialist and non-Socialist states would both exist. 
Such an analysis did not in American eyes indicate any 
intention to abandon long-term Communist goals and gave 
American policy-makers no good reason for slackening 
their effort to keep America’s defences strong. 

It was Nehru’s point however that even though the 
ultimate Communist goals might remain unchanged the 
statement did, so he believed, express a real anxiety on 
the part of Soviet leaders to relax international tensions. He 
felt that tins trend should be encouraged, Tims the rap- 
prochement between Tito and Soviet leaders as well as the 
relaxation of Soviet controls over Poland were welcomed 
in India not only for their own sake bur as signs of a more 
relaxed trend in Soviet policy, inter indications that these 
developments had in large part been only temporary were 
accepted as setbacks in what was nevertheless re graded as a 
basic process of liberalization which, once started, teas 
likely to continue in the absence of any overwhelming 
menace from outside. As compared to earlier interpreta- 
tions, however, the Indian acceptance of new and benign 
Soviet claims contained a certain element of caution. 

Widespread Indian skepticism of Soviet policies first 
emerged during the Hungarian crisis of late 1936. The 
popular rising In Hungary, coming ss it did just before 
the Israeli attack and the Anglo-French inter vsmrion in 
Egypt, was at first not widely understood within India* 
But the morion was nut lung in coming. While the gov- 
ernment moved with hesitation and caution, large seg- 
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merits of Indian opinion condemned Soviet intervention 
in forthright terms. Wien the Indian government vehe- 
mently condemned Britain, France and Israel but re- 
frained from criticizing the Soviet intervention and on 
November 9, 1956, voted against the widely supported 
United Nations resolution condemning tire Soviet Union, 
it was severely criticized for the first time in Indian po- 
litical circles and in the Indian press for applying a double 
standard. The government’s expressed concern over the 
return of Soviet troops to Hungary within two or three 
days after the Soviet government had promised to with- 
draw them and its distress at their intervention “in the 
civil conflict'’ did not satisfy its critics at home. The 
strength of popular criticism was reflected in the debates 
in Parliament that took place during November. In an 
official pronouncement the Prime Minister explained the 
initial caution as due to lack of reliable information. He 
justified India’s vote in the United Nations on the ground 
that the Indian government was opposed not to the en- 
tire resolution but only to a clause recommending United 
Nations supervision of Hungarian elections. Furthermore, 
he continued, condemnation of the Soviet action, even 
by die United Narions, would not help secure the with- 
drawal of Soviet troops. Soviet leaders, feeling they were 
besieged by the Western alliances, he said, would hardly 
respond to United Nations pressure. He was afraid the 
Hungarian situation might touch off a world war. He had 
called for United Nations action against Britain and 
France because he expected that it would be effective. 
Thereafter the Prime Minister, bodi on his own and in 
associadon with the Prime Ministers of Burma, Ceylon and 
Indonesia, called for a speedy withdrawal of Soviet forces 
from Hungary and urged that the Hungarian people be 
left free to decide on their own form of government and 
their relations with the Soviet Union without any outside 
pressure or interference. 

In contrast to India, the American government and 
people reacted strongly in both the Egyptian and the Hum 
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gat Ian crimes. President Ebeulmwer, who called die Anglo- 
French action an "‘act of aggression,'* .supported vigorous 
measures both in the United Nations and outside to meet 
both ciises. Notwithstanding Indian official hesitations, a 
considerable body of Indian public opinion bad responded 
to the Hungarian issue on lines similar to American opin- 
ion and the Indian government’s subsequent position on 
Hungary— which accepted the fighting in Hungary as n 
national riring—aiso came closer to the American response 
to Soviet action. 

Reactions to the Hungarian crisis did not, of course, 
erase Indinn-Arnerican differences over their interpreta- 
tions of Soviet intentions. Given the positions and out- 
looks that have been considered in this chapter, it seems 
unlikely that India and the United States can soon or easily 
come together in a mutually satisfying policy toward the 
Soviet Union. Yet, Indian reactions to die Soviet exposures 
of the nature of Stalin's rule and to the Hungarian crisis 
may signal a new period during which Indians will fed 
less inhibited about judging Soviet actions as wend y as 
they do those of the Western nations. Such a development 
would greatly improve Indian-Amerkan relations. It 
would obviate the temptation to question each other’s 
good faith and might lead to more realistic mutual ap- 
praisals of Soviet policies. 
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PAKISTAN IN INDIAN-AMERIGAN 
RELATIONS 


Next only to the problem of international communism, it 
is differences over policies toward Pakistan which have 
brought misunderstandings and irritation into Indian- 
American relations. To some observers the Indian attitude 
toward Pakistan seems somewhat comparable to the Ameri- 
can attitude toward the Soviet Union. Just as the United 
States has come to view die aims of the Soviet leadership 
as the greatest threat to its security, so India looks on 
Pakistan as the main threat to its security. Among the 
many factors diat have gone into die formation of these 
attitudes— and which have already been mentioned— it is 
worthwhile to point out here the effect of the refugee 
movements in both countries. Thus in recent years Indian 
images of Pakistan have been powerfully affected by the 
stories of some millions of refugees from Pakistan, just as 
American images of the Soviet tyranny have been influ- 
enced by the accounts of refugees from Soviet Russia and 
from Communist-ruled states of Eastern Europe. 

It is true also diat American responses to Indian-Pakistap 
friction have, at times, been reminiscent of Indian re- 
sponses to Soviet-Amcrican friction. When it comes to 
India and Pakistan, it is the United States which seeks 
friendly relations lrith both countries, and which explores 
ways of bringing them closer togedier while itself trying 
not to take sides in their disputes. Americans have de- 
plored what they consider to be the stiffness of Indian 
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attitudes toward Pakistan, just as Indians have in the mnt 
way deplored the stiffness of American attitudes toward 
the Soviet Union, These comparisons do not of course give 
xi full picture of I ndian-American differences over Pakistan, 
hut they* do suggest that in considering problems of rela- 
tions between India and the United States we have to rake 
Into account differences in perspective as welt as in apply- 
ing principles. 

The difference in perspective from which India and the 
United States approach Pakistan is dear and sharp. India 
lives with memories of the partition of the Indian sub- 
continent in 1947, when widespread communal fighting 
and mass migrations heightened the social arid political 
tensions that had been generated during the independence 
movement. Both governments avowed their desire for 
friendly relations. Even under the most peaceable of con- 
ditions it would have been difficult to solve amicably the 
problems of dividing assets formerly held hi common, de- 
ciding on the equitable use of waters jointly licit! in the 
past, dividing military stores, dealing with the problems 
focused on the resettlement of the refugees, with severed 
trade ties and with a host of other troublesome issues. The 
boiling animosities of 1947, when combined with the ten- 
sions and suspicions that developed from the failure of 
the princes of Hyderabad, jtmagadh and Kashmir to accede 
to cither new state before the formal advent of freedom, 
inevitably increased the difficulties in the way of their 
solution. 

Although some uneven progress has been registered, 
several of the major disputes between India and Pakistan 
have 'remained unresolved. Their persistence has deepened 
die frustration, distrust and anxiety that have marked 
India’* approach tn Pakistan, Inevitably Indian continuing 
anxiety about Pakistan and the emotional tendon* between 
the two countries have affected Indian estimates of Amer- 
ican policies inward Pakistan. " v 

The United States for \u part Welcomed equally the ad* 
vent of both Pakistan and India tn -19.17, Americans hoped 
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that partition, since it had been accepted as unavoidable 
by both sides, would help resolve the tensions that had 
loomed increasingly large as independence approached. 
They hoped too that after tire partition disturbances were 
over botlr countries would achieve national progress, sta- 
bility and cooperation in an atmosphere of increasing 
friendliness. It seemed clear to Americans that both coun- 
tries would profit from such a change. It was further hoped 
that if peace and stability developed in this important area 
there would be fewer pretexts for outside meddling and 
subversion. 

Having no reasons for being unfriendly with either 
country, the United States has repeatedly expressed its de- 
sire, wherever possible, to help each country to develop 
and strengthen itself. Both India and Pakistan have re- 
ceived economic help from the United States. American 
military help and political alliance have gone to Pakistan 
only and not also to India solely because India has de- 
clined such help and association. Where the United States 
has had to take positions inside or outside the United Na- 
tions on Indian-Pakistan quarrels— as in the case of Kash- 
mir— it has according to its own lights made every effort 
to judge the issues on their merits in an attempt to help 
the two countries bridge the differences between them. 

The divergent Indian and American perspectives have 
found their way into policies which— because they touch 
immediate security interests— have caused intense reac- 
tions. Kashmir and the American military aid program in 
Pakistan are the two prime examples. The differences here 
are real. The question is whether— without doing violence 
to the essential interests of either— India and die United 
States can find a closer adjustment of their respective 
policies. 

Pakistan plainly occupies a very different position in die 
security plans of India from its place in the security plans of 
America. Although American security is involved to the de- 
gree that Pakistan is part of die “ring of deterrence,” the 
United States neither fears Pakistan nor regards Pakistan as 
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likely to commit aggression. Ira interest in the Kashmir dis- 
pute derives from its general desne to s-trcugthcn peace and 
justice For India, on the other hand. Pakistan is an imme- 
diate neighbor that both commands the major and tradi- 
tional invasion route into India from the northwest and 
that is considered as having been an aggre^oi in Kashmir. 
This estimate of danger tn vital Indian interests has re- 
sulted in a pronounced emotional strain, a mounting bur- 
den on the Indian national budget, and continuing bad 
relations with a close neighbor in other aspects of their re- 
lations as well. The Indian desire to limit Pakistan influ- 
ence has also affected some aspects of India's broader inter- 
national policy, such as— in the American view— its diplo- 
macy in West Asia, It has furthermore, at least to some 
Americans, seemed to make India more willing to accept 
Soviet political support and has possibly served to inhibit 
the official Indian reaction to the Soviet military suppres- 
sion of the Hungarian uprising in November 195b. It. 
should be added that these interpretations are sharply 
questioned in India. 

The Kashmir Problem 

^Vtthin this context let m turn first to the Kashmir dis- 
pute, not to examine the details of India's quarrel with 
Pakistan but to isolate those factors in the case that have in 
the past exacerbated India n- Am cri can relations and that 
continue m do so. Particularly important in 1 9f>7 was the 
Indian pout ion that the United States has consistently mis- 
interpreted the Kashmir situation from the time It was 
introduced before the Security Council in January IMS. 
Then India, in a complaint under A stick* Chapter o 

of the Charter (dealing with the pacific settlement of dis- 
putes). requested that the Council ask the government of 
Pakistan to prevent its official pciyinnri— mih'taty and 
rivsl— from participating or irass.Uing in the mvarion of 
Jammu and Kashmir State} to call upon other Pakistan 
mturaaU tu desist from taking any pan in the fighting In 



72 


India and America 


that state; and to deny to the invaders access to and use of 
its territory for operations against Kashmir, for passage of 
military and other supplies, and for all other kinds of aid 
that might tend to prolong the struggle. 

In his complaint the Indian representative described in 
detail the burnings, lootings and murders carried out by 
the invaders as they swept down into Kashmir. These ac- 
tivities had led the Indian government to take military 
action. He also recounted the encouragement and assistance 
—all but formally official— that the invaders (comprising 
nationals of Pakistan and tribesmen from immediately ad- 
joining territories had received and were still receiving 
from Pakistan. India had accepted the Maharaja’s urgent 
request for accession to India on October 26, 1947. There- 
fore India felt it was acting within Indian territory, and 
that the acts of lawlessness and Avorse were taking place in 
India. Because of the accession, the aid which the invaders 
tvere receiving from Pakistan constituted an act of aggres- 
sion against India. The Indian delegate also stressed the 
special urgency of the Security Council’s taking immediate 
action; otherwise, the government of India in military ac- 
tion undertaken against the invaders might be compelled 
in self-defense to enter Pakistan. 

No such urgent action by the Security Council rvas 
forthcoming and it tvas the so-called “broad and human” 
Pakistan presentation of practically all issues bettveen India 
and Pakistan that received the Council’s attention rather 
than the so-called more limited and “legalistic” complaint 
presented by India on the Kashmir situation. Indians could 
not in these circumstances help feeling that the Security 
Council did not understand the Indian position or realize 
why the Indian gov'emment had not made a straight charge 
of aggression against Pakistan under Chapter 7 of the 
Charter. From the Indian point of view, nothing could 
have been gained by exacerbating the issue by asking the 
United Nations to condemn Pakistan as an aggressor; the 
main interest of the Indians Avas to secure the withdrawal 
of invaders from Kashmir as soon as possible. 
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Furthermore, Indians feel that their efforts at a positive 
contribution to Hie solution of the Kashmir dispute have 
not been correctly understood. Although the accession of 
Hie Maharaja of Jammu and Kashmir to India was a per- 
fectly legal .act in the Indian view, the Indian government 
nevertheless proposed on January 27, 1948, that an inter- 
nationally supervised plebiscite on the matter be held in 
Kashmir, provided certain prior conditions were met. Be- 
cause of the lapse of time since then and because of the 
misunderstandings which have ovei grown the proposal, it 
deserves to be summarized here as essential to an under- 
standing of the Indian point of view. 

The first step suggested in the Indian draft proposal was 
that the fighting be ended. This was to be followed by the 
withdrawal of Hie invaders and by the return of all those 
who had fled during the raiding and subsequent fighting. 
Next, in order to restore norma! political life, the emer- 
gency .administration which had been appointed by the 
Maharaja during the days of chaos was to he changed into 
a responsible ministry and political prisoners were to be 
released. Then elections to a National Assembly were to 
be held on the basis of adult franchise, and a National 
(Kashmiri) government formed. Then and only then was 
the question of accession to be submitted to plebiscite by 
the National (Kashmiri) government "under the advice and 
observation of persons appointed by the United Nations/* 
Both the prerequisites which India laid down and the 
character of the proposed international supervision have 
been, obscured in subsequent discussions. 

A positive reaction to this proposal was forthcoming 
only from the Chinese Nationalist icpracntativc on the 
Security Council; on March 18. KH8, he moved a resolu- 
tion calling mi Pakistan to desist from any further aid to 
the tribesmen and asking the interim Kashmir govern- 
ment to add representatives of Pakistan-occupied Asad 
Kashmir and to .set up a plebiscite machinery to he di- 
rected by an appointee of the United Notions Secretary- 
General* India teas disappointed to see that tlib.qsmtiiOyal 
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did not receive more support from the otiier members of 
the Council, who had by this time begun to feel that there 
was more to the Kashmir case than was set forth in the 
Indian complaint and that the Indians themselves were 
not quite sure of their rights in the dispute. 

To India it seemed that the situation was perverted by 
the resolution sponsored by six powers including the 
United States (but not the Soviet Union) and adopted on 
April 21, 1948, which authorized the United Nations Com- 
mission set up in January to offer its good offices with re- 
spect both to “the restoration of peace and order and to 
the holding of a plebiscite by the two governments. . . 

By the “two governments" were meant the governments of 
India and Pakistan. Indians have found it difficult to ac- 
cept what they considered the cold-shouldering of their 
complaint against the -warlike acts of Pakistan; as the In- 
dian delegate put it, the Security Council was "apologetic 
to Pakistan for reminding it of its duty.” Nor could Indian 
opinion understand why the Council seized on the last of 
India’s draft proposals— plebiscite under United Nations 
observation— and paid little attention to the other, prior 
steps. The placing of Pakistan on an equal footing with 
India as was done in the Council’s decisions was also deeply 
resented. 

Within India these actions could not be regarded as im- 
partial. To many Indians the American position appeared 
to accept the Pakistan version of the Kashmir dispute and 
to support Pakistan’s claims to have a hand in Kashmiri 
affairs. This conviction was strengthened when there was— 
in the Indian view— not enough change in the Security 
Council’s attitude to Pakistan even after the United Na- 
tions Commission for India and Pakistan (UNCIP) had 
learned in July 1948 that Pakistan troops had been fight- 
ing in Kashmir since the previous May. Furthermore, In- 
dians have continued to feel that the United States has 
favored Pakistan because at no time has the United States 
brought any public pressure on Pakistan to withdraw its 
troops unconditionally. (In rebuttal it is pointed out that 
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Mich muemdiutmal withdrawal was not required by the 
relevant United Nations resolution.) Indian opinion was 
also disappointed because, although there has hem com 
5 kl era hie American criticism of India for misting the de- 
cision of the United Nations, there has been no othdal 
American criticism of the continuing- presence of Paki- 
stan troop-; on what India has since October 2B, 1 9 17, come 
to consider Indian territory, This has seemed all the more 
surprising to Indians because the legality of Kashmir’s 
accession to India has not been questioned by the United 
States or by the Security Council; in counterargument it 
is held that American acceptance of the accession has been 
framed in the context of a plebiscite to determine the 
final settlement of the Kashmir problem, 

Indians believe that part of tire difficulty arises from a 
tendency in the United States, as well as in other foreign 
countries, to draw a parallel between the struggle over 
Kashmir and the conflict over the accession of Junagadh 
in western India to Pakistan, while Indians are convinced 
that the two disputes arose from separate and distinct 
causes. In UK? the Moslem Navab of Jsmagadh signed an 
instrument of accession to Pakistan which was then nulli- 
fied by action of the Divan (Chief Minister); in tnm the 
Divan invited the government of India to restore law* and 
order in Jonagadh after violent demonstrations had bjohen 
out froth among its predominantly Hindu population and 
Also outside its borders, in India. A plebiscite in Junagadh 
under Indian auspices resulted in its accession to India. 
It is held in India that Americans and otho foreigners 
make a mkleadmg comparison between aemsiem prob- 
lems tn junagadh and in Kashmir when they argue that* 
while India participated in reversing the Moslem ruler’s 
decision at the hehwr of a mainly Hindu population in 
funagatlh, it acted comr.vriwiw- In opporing PakHtrm's 
cffon» to reverse the accession derision ‘of the Hindu 
Maharaja of Ktrihurnr by calling for a plebiscite in that 
state with ip majority of Modems. 

Indians, hold it wrong to apply to dkjmtes. About the 
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accession of princely states the so-called two-nation theory 
—that Hindus and Moslems constitute two nations. While 
many Americans believe that this theory underlay the set- 
tlement of the independence question in the Indian sub- 
continent, Indians hold that they never accepted this theory 
as valid but agreed to the partition of India as an unavoid- 
able compromise. As regards the accession of princely states 
in July 1947, Lord Mountbatten told the Chamber of 
Princes that 1 

the States are theoretically free to link their future with which- 
ever Dominion they may care. But when I say that they are at 
liberty to link up with either of the Dominions, may I point 
out that there are certain geographical compulsions which can- 
not be evaded. 

The Indian government has maintained that, according 
to the procedure accepted during the negotiations for in- 
dependence by both the parties— the Congress party and 
the Moslem League— the accession of Kashmir to India 
was complete; it violated no legal, political or geographical 
criterion that had been set up for the accession of princely 
states. The contention that the Indian protest against 
Junagadh’s accession to Pakistan teas based on the fact of 
its Hindu population is not accepted by Indian opinion. 
As far as Junagadh was concerned, India had protested be- 
cause Junagadh territory was scattered over numerous en- 
claves which were inextricably mixed up with tire terri- 
tories of numerous states which had already acceded to 
India. If the administration of the scattered islands of 
Junagadh territory had been vested in Pakistan it would 
have created numerous, unending political and fiscal com- 
plications. It is generally believed in India that Pakistan’s 
primary interest in Junagadh was to secure a precedent 
for questioning the validity of accession by die will of the 
ruler— a precedent to apply in the case of Kashmir. 

India also complains that despite what India regards as 

i Earl Mountbatien of Burma. Time Only to Look Forward: Speeches 
... as Vicerov of India „ . . 1917-4S (London: Nichobs Ka\c, 1949), p. 55. 
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its mimetom concessions in the pursuit of tin; peaceful set- 
tlement of the Kashmir issue, hath the Security Council 
am! the United States have continuously urged India to 
proceed with plebiscite arrangements without having first 
caused Pakistan to abide by the resolution of the UNCIP 
of August 13, 1918.- 

This resolution stated in Part II, A and B, that: 

As die presence of troops of Pakistan in the territory of the 
State of Jammu and Kashmir constitutes a material change hi 
the situation since it was represented by die Government of 
Pakistan before the Security Council, the Government of Paki- 
stan agrees to withdraw its troops from that State, . , . 

When the Commission shall have notified the Government 
of India that the tribesmen and Pakistan nationals referred to 
in Part II, A2 hereof have withdrawn, thereby terminating the 
situation which was represented by the Government of India 
to the Security Council as haring occasioned the presence of 
Indian forces in the State of Jammu and Kashmir, and further, 
that die Pakistan forces are being withdrawn from the State 
of Jammu and Kashmir, the Government of India agrees to 
begin to withdraw the bulk of their forces from that State in 
stages to be agreed upon with die Commission, 

During the discussions between the Commission ami 
Prime Minister Nehru regarding the plebiscite proposals 
whose results were later incorporated in the resolution oi 
January 5, 1919, the latter had clearly indicated that, in 
the event of Pakistan not accepting the proposals or, hav- 
ing accepted them, of its not implementing Parts I and 11 
of the resolution of August 13, 19-58, "the Government of 
India's acceptance of than should be regarded as in mt 
way binding upon them," This position, Indians point 
mu, had been accepted by Dr. Ijamno (of Colombia) on 
behalf of UNCIP. Indians complain that both the Security 
Conned and American opinion have increasingly tended 
to ignore the essential point that the Indian offer was eon- 
? Ingem upon the prior fulfillment of certain eomHtmm 
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which have in fact not been fulfilled. India has felt itself 
under continuing pressure, to which it has not yielded, to 
change its stand on the validity of the Maharaja’s acces- 
sion and on the need for Pakistan’s meeting the prior con- 
ditions set out by India before a plebiscite could be con- 
sidered concretely. 

Indians have often felt bitterly that Americans have 
ignored the cruelty and terror, arson and murder used by 
the tribal and other invaders in Kashmir with Pakistan's 
assent if not with its active help. They have complained 
that the United States, which was quick to move when 
Greece and other “cold war" areas were threatened and 
which was eager to condemn Communist China for its 
aggression in Korea, has in the Kashmir case consciously 
and even invidiously refrained from passing that judg- 
ment on Pakistan which alone would have cleared the in- 
vaders from Kashmir territory. They are of the opinion 
that despite the remarks of the United Nations mediator, 
Australian jurist Sir Owen Dixon, to the effect that the 
crossing by hostile elements of the Jammu and Kashmir 
frontier on October 20, 1947, and the movement of regular 
Pakistan forces into that state in May of 1948 were actions 
“contrary” to and “inconsistent” with international law,® 
the United States has been lending its support to the Paki- 
stan charge that there had been Indian aggression in Kash- 
mir for the purpose of securing Kashmir’s accession by 
“fraud and violence.” In the Indian view the United States 
should, instead, have supported the Indian charge of Paki- 
stan aggression. All this feeling is directed as much at the 
Security Council as it is at the United States. In addition, 
American policy in the Kashmir dispute has been widely 
interpreted in India to be a reaction to India’s refusal to 
align itself with the United States in the cold war. This 
trend in Indian thinking has become stronger since the 
1954 American arms aid agreement with Pakistan. 

There has also of late been an increasing awareness and 

SUN, Security Council, 5th year. Official Reconis, Supplement for 
September through December 1950 (New York, 1951), p. 29, para. 21. 
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fear in India of the uwctt lenient and upheavals, that might 
he caused not only in. Kashmir but also throughout Paki- 
stan and India by the arousing of religious or communal 
passions that might accompany an attempt to refer the 
issue of accession to the Kashmiri people in the present 
situation, This apprehension has hardened the Indian view 
that the affairs of Kashmir should no longer be allowed to 
drift and that in the face of the Security Council's inability 
to dear Kashmir of the aggressor concrete steps had to be 
taken to order affairs in that part of Kashmir that teas 
under Indian jurisdiction. Prom this conviction have fol- 
lowed the election of a constituent assembly in the Indian- 
occupied pan of Kashmir, the drafting of n constitution 
and, in 3 056 and 1957, the reaffirmation of Kashmir's in- 
tegration with India, both in Indian and Kashmiri internal 
political arrangements and in the Indian position as pre- 
sented to the Security Council. 

In the United States the essential points at issue in the 
Kashmir ease have generally been appraised quite differ- 
ently, American opinion has cmne to recognize the great 
strategic and psychological value of Kashmir to India and 
to Pakistan, as veil as its potential economic: importance 
to both. Kashmir's northern frontier, which lies dose to 
the Soviet Union and borders on China, lias importance as 
marking the upper limit of the Indtan-PakHum -stdxomh 
nenf, Kashmir's position on the Bank of both Indian and 
Pakistan territories mean? that possession by cither coun- 
try must complicate the other’s defense problems, Its snows 
fdl the four major rivers that irrigate West Pakistan and 
ptm of Indian Punjab, furthermore its popuktt ion— about 
three qmuiers Moslem, out of a Total of some lorn millions 
~~ Is of cNUeme interest to both countries, as in both eon tv 
Tries in ultimate aHeaianre Involves deeply held lencri, 
Pakbtan identifier the Kashmiris with It*. wprmue Hannc 


statehood,’ India, 
sail turn "Modems- 


rvhfe-c popubmnn includes some forty 
t'ho In no mhrr rt-gi- m o( India enrwri- 


tore a m^jOrity-'-idciirifses the Kashmiris sviih 
ruasion of a secular manrbo- *?f that attempts ? 


m demon- 
o caabbsl; 
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equal rights for followers of all religions. Because the na- 
tional prestige and purposes of India and Pakistan arc 
equally and fully committed to the possession of Kashmir, 
the dangers inherent in the dispute are great. They have 
co me to be fully recognized in the United States. 

The widely held American view that die Kashmir dis- 
pute could not be settled by a straightforward acceptance 
of India's original complaint evolved from several consid- 
erations. There was first of all the widespread reaction of 
shock to the communal outbreaks that spread across West 
Pakistan and upper India after August 1947. There was a 
feeling that there was little to choose between Moslem ex- 
cesses on the one hand and Hindu and Sikh excesses on 
the other; stories of how the minorities -were driven out of 
such places as Bahawalpur and Kapurthala showed how 
deeply the princely states were also involved. Although the 
popular frenzy had somewhat spent itself by January 
1948, the tone of the submissions to the Security Council 
in that month, the Junagadh situation and the virtual 
“civil war” in Kashmir that followed on the Maharaja’s 
bloody repression in Poonch, all these suggested that Paki- 
stan and India were still at each other’s throats. The assas- 
sination by a Hindu of Mahatma Gandhi at the end of that 
same month destroyed for many Americans what belief may 
have remained that the responsibility for the unfortunate 
developments of 1947 lay wholly on Pakistan’s side. Thus 
the violence in Kashmir seemed to be part of a larger 
pattern of violence. This suggested to Americans as well as 
others that India, the complainant, had not come before 
the Security Council with “clean hands” but that both 
countries had become ensnared in tragic developments. 
The prevailing American reaction, therefore, was that it 
would be unrealistic to try to solve the Kashmir dispute 
by adjudication of the legal points— namely, the validity 
of the Maharaja’s accession to India and the allegation of 
Pakistan aggression— that were advanced by India but de- 
nied by Pakistan. 

Fortunately, as it appeared in American eyes, there was 
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one feature common to the Indian and Pakistan ap- 
proaches, a feature that might reel! serve as a basis for 
progress toward a solution: the plebiscite proposal. In its 
original submission to the Security Council * the Indian 
government had given an assurance that, 

once rise soil of the State had been cleared of the invader and 
normal conditions restored, its people would he free to decide 
their future by the recognized democratic method of a plebi- 
scite or referendum, which, in order to ensure complete im- 
partiality, might he held under inttvnational auspices, 

Pakistan, too, stood, Cor an internationally supervised 
plebiscite in Kashmir. Since India and Pakistan could nor 
agree mi the origin or indeed the nature of the dispute, 
the United States felt that it was not necessary to go back 
to arguing over earlier causes and held that the best chance 
of solving the dispute lay in achieving agreement on the 
conditions of the plebiscite. This view was strengthened 
when both India and Pakistan, in the light of the davifi* 
cations given to them respectively, accepted the resolu- 
tions passed by UNGIP on August IS, 1918, and January 
ft, 1919, setting out conditions for a cease-fire, truce and 
plebiscite and reiterating that “the question of the acces- 
sion of the State of Jammu and Kashmir to India or Paki- 
stan will be decided through the democratic method of a 
free and impartial plebiscite.*' 

It has since Wen held in the United States that when 
India (and Pakistan) accepted these two resolutions the 
question of Pakistan’s aggression or of the validity of the 
Maharaja's accession became outdated inasmuch as the 
plebiscite itself was to determine the future disposition of 
the state., American support ' for the Commission’s work 
v.-;s< later extended to the mediatory efforts of General 
A.-O, JL ArevCmgbmn, Sir Owen Dixon and Dr, Prank 
Graham, then to bilateral iiegotiailons between India and 
Iksiluau, and ut February 1957 to the miss tern of Mr. 

'M'V, $ftvo|jr Ccu 3?<! y.-.ir, r*s<sd, S/52H, p. $. 
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Gunnar Jarring o£ Sweden, President of the Security Coun- 
cil at the time. 

In the course of the protracted negotiations from 1948 
onwards, the impression gained currency in the United 
States that India more than Pakistan was resisting pro- 
posals for demilitarization and for plebiscite conditions 
that seemed reasonable to impartial outsiders. The essence 
of a free and fair plebiscite is that the voters should not be 
intimidated or the resuit unfairly affected either by oppo- 
nents of the existing regime or by the government of the 
day. Experience in other plebiscites held elsewhere under 
international auspices has shown that these conditions can 
be obtained only through enforcement of an almost com- 
plete, if temporary, demilitarization and through full con- 
trol over the plebiscite machinery by an agency having the 
power to function entirely independently of the existing 
government of the region. Whereas Pakistan, for whatever 
reasons, has accepted measures that appear to ensure these 
conditions, Indian responses to the succession of United 
Nations negotiators have implied, in American eyes, an 
unwillingness to agree to the temporary concessions of 
sovereignty and military control necessary for the conduct 
of an impartial plebiscite. This very point was emphasized 
by Sir Owen Dixon, in reporting the failure of his media- 
tory effort. "In the end," he said, 5 

I became convinced that India’s agreement would never be ob- 
tained to demilitarization in any such form, or to provisions 
governing the period of the plebiscite of any such character, as 
would in my opinion permit of the plebiscite being conducted 
in conditions sufficiently guarding against intimidation and 
other forms of influence and abuse by which the freedom and 
fairness of the plebiscite might be imperilled. 

Another facet of India’s poliq' that has been regretted 
in the United States lies in its later interpretations of the 
resolutions to which it had agreed in 194S and 1949. In 
die intricate negotiations to find a way of implementing 

5 UN, Security Council, 5th year. Official Records, Supplement . . cited, 
p. 56, paia. 52, 
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those vewduriom, United Notions negotiators repeatedly 
took the position that rrii ihv steps of mice ami pk-biwue 
wwe imyrrehred and that neither parry was likely to agree 
to take the lust step unless it Jtad Cull assurance that die 
remaining steps would follow automatically. India’s In- 
ri.sfenrc at various singes that Pakistan cany out the fins 
step, that of withdrawing its troops from territory under 
its de facto control, before agreeing on the detailed ar- 
rangements for conducting a plebiscite* has seemed to 
Americans to smack of a debate* ’$ point, one intended to 
delay rather than to facilitate a settlement* 

It has seemed to many in the United States that a plebi- 
scite could have been organized m any time and carried 
nut within a very few months and that its result would 
have made purely academic all the other issues on which 
India has stood fast in its resistance to United Nations pro- 
posals, Demilitarization would he a temporary matter, to 
last at most one summer reason; hardly long enough, 
Americans have believed, to justify the protracted ;.ugu- 
ments over the stages and extent of demilitarization that 
hare stopped all progress toward a plebiscite* Similarly 
the problem of assigning jurisdiction over different parts 
of Kashmir during the plebiscite period lias seemed to 
Americans to have been exaggerated beyond its inherent, 
significance, especially in view of the agreement that the 
plebiscite would be conducted under wholly impartial 


auspices. 

Again, many Americans, recalling India's pledge In 
1P31, when a constituent assembly was set up in Kashmir, 
ilm that AwernbhA actions would not he binding upon 
India in violation of India's interna urnm! rommiimeius 


hate been disappointed that by ]**■*< India had accepted 
the K a? fun it A^wmbh’s reakhmaison c4 the mate’s acres* 
si on to India and had appmeiuly rejected any further run* 
rider, uson of a pwhbriw, &y taking •rich a position India 
has. in effect Mtem'd to be going hack on rite formal agree- 
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In the continuing absence of agreement between India 
and Pakistan, American opinion came to hold that the 
parties had some obligation to heed the resolutions of the 
Security Council to which they had themselves assented. 
The impression gained currency that, whereas Pakistan 
pressed mostly for stronger action by the Security Council, 
India maintained the position that the Security Council 
could take no step in Kashmir without its consent. It seems 
to Americans that this position is a far cry from the active 
efforts which India has made to move the United Nations 
to strong action against some other countries, including 
South Africa, Israel, France and Britain, despite the oppo- 
sition of those countries. Furthermore, it has become a 
general American view that, after taking the Kashmir com- 
plaint to the United Nations, India has reacted to Security 
Council resolutions in a unilateral fashion that has not 
only damaged India’s prestige but has undermined the in- 
fluence of the United Nations. 

Americans have been particularly disturbed by the asser- 
tions of leading spokesmen of the Indian government that 
positions taken in the Kashmir case by the United States 
and by the Security Council, when they were adverse to 
the Indian position, were the result of hostility toward 
India and of conspiracy or collusion with Pakistan rather 
than the result of honest differences with India’s policies. 
■While realizing that Indian emotions are aroused to high 
pitch over Kashmir, many Americans have been disturbed 
that American efforts to encourage a conciliatory settle- 
ment should be regarded in India as suspect. If it were a 
question of the United States exerting pressure on India 
to adopt a course of action to which it had never agreed, 
the matter would be different; but in the prevailing Amer- 
ican view the main outlines of the Kashmir case were set 
by the agreement between India and Pakistan in the two 
UNCIP resolutions that the disposition of Kashmir would 
be decided by a plebiscite. 

For these several reasons, much American opinion has 
been critical of India’s conduct in the Kashmir case. As 
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Anstriatro see it. there k no question of the Unites! Stales 
favoring one party or the oilier* but only the question of 
each, party’s, willingness to carry out basic afp cements and 
to follow recognised imcrrutuonal standards in resolving 
a dispute which they had brought to the attention of the 
United Nations, k is on this point that American sympathy 
toward India has been most strained. 

At the same time there is some minority opinion in the 
United States which supports the Indian argument that a 
plebiscite as a means of resolving the Kashmir dispute 
has been outdated by the march of events in recent years. 
To start with, tins opinion would agree with the statement 
10 the Security Council by Gunn nr Jarring in April of 
HU 7 that 6 

, , „ the implementation of international agreements of an 
ad hoc character, which has not been achieved burly speedily,, 
may become progressively more difficult because the situation 
with which they were to cope has tended to change. 

There are also other reasons in support of this view, 
reasons which may be listed as follows: the Kashmir gov- 
ernment has brought into effect many measures improv- 
ing the lot of the people and it would be a step backward 
to call into question the authority of that govern men?; 
strong soda! tensions might be treated by the process of 
holding a plebiscite— perhaps strong enough to put into 
jeopardy the security and lives of thousand* or even Mil- 
lions of people in the State of Jammu and Kashmir its ell 
;md perhaps in India and Pakistan. Those who hold this 
view argue that plebiscite electioneering would inevitably 
f-mpbastro the religious loyalties of Modems and presum- 
ably their identification on religions grounds with the* 
ktarnic* Republic of Pa I. if? an, Should Kashmir go to Paki- 
stan a*, a mob of n plebiscite. there arc those who fear that 
flic Hindus of Kashmir would find living condition? in- 
tolerable and would flee to India, thereby tr infecting pub- 
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lie life with the virus of communalism. This might destroy 
the peaceful position that the minority community of 
forty million Moslems has attained in India as well as 
react adversely on the status of the Hindus still living in 
East Pakistan and even revive the horrors of the mass mi- 
gration of 1947. While the government of India presum- 
ably has a far better grip on law and order now than it had 
during the large-scale disturbances of the partition years, 
die danger of renewed communal troubles under such cir- 
cumstances is definitely not ruled out by Indian officials. 

If there are serious objections to the holding of a plebi- 
scite so long after the Kashmir dispute began, the question 
whether any alternative mode of settlement can be found 
remains. Any course on which India and Pakistan could 
agree would probably be regarded with favor by the United 
States. On this basis, suggestions for holding a plebiscite 
in the Valley of Kashmir alone, coupled with the partition- 
ing of the remaining areas, have at times caught American 
attention as possible solutions. Such suggestions are, how- 
ever, still far removed from the official Indian view that 
with the outmoding of the plebiscite agreement the only 
course for die United Nations is to find Pakistan guilty of 
aggression and to clear Pakistan forces from die soil of 
Kashmir. 


American Arms Aid to Pakistan 

The prospects of adjustments in India's policies that 
might open the way to a wider area of agreement between 
India and the United States on the solution of the Kashmir 
issue appear to have been adversely affected by die new 
factor of American arms aid to Pakistan, which was begun 
in 1954. This development needs examination here be- 
cause, although there was no intention to do so in the 
United States, this step very decisively affected Indian atti- 
tudes toward the Kashmir dispute and toward the United 
States. It might be pointed out however that while Ameri- 
can arms aid to Pakistan was not emphasized by the Indian 
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eluding Pakistan, is misused and directed against another in 
aggression I will undertake immediately, in accordance with 
my constitutional authority, appropriate action both within 
and without the United Nations to thwart such aggression. I 
would also consult with the Congress on further steps. 

In a personal letter President Eisenhower assured Prime 
Minister Nehru that the action "is not directed in any way 
against India,” that he was recommending to Congress the 
continuation of American economic and technical aid to 
India, and that “if your Government should conclude that 
circumstances require military aid of a type contemplated 
by our mutual security legislation, please be assured that 
your request would receive my most sympathetic consider- 
ation.” 

The President had not been misinformed about prob- 
able Indian reactions. Prime Minister Nehru dismissed the 
American offer of military aid as gratuitous, since it was 
public knowledge that India would not accept military 
assistance from any foreign power. The Prime Minister 
declared that the provision of American military aid to 
Pakistan had destroyed the “roots and foundations” of the 
proposed plebiscite in Kashmir and had completely altered 
the political and military character of the dispute. Indians 
feared that the effect of the military aid 'program would 
be to make Pakistan more intractable. It could now count 
on United States support in case of trouble and its’eapacity 
to intimidate the Kashmiris or to launch ’ an attack on 
India would be increased. The conclusion was widely ac- 
cepted in India that the United States had ceased to be 
neutral in the Kashmir issue since it was now an ally of 
Pakistan. Prime Minister Nehru charged that India was 
being encircled by Pakistan’s military arrangements and 
that large bases had been built not only in Pakistan "but 
so far as my knowledge goes, military bases have been set 
up in Pakistan-occupied territories of Kashmir.” 

The Prime Minister’s views were developed and ex- 
panded in the Indian press and on political platforms to 
the point that the United States came to be regarded in 
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many quartm m the principal cause of India’s Insecurity 
in in. relations with Pakistan and of Pd: bom y intramh 
grr.cw True, Nehru and other opinion leaders suited later 
that they did not believe that it had hern the United 
States’ intention, in giving military aid to Pakistan, to 
cause tTOuhk for India, but that Pakistan’s motives in re- 
guesting aid, as indicated in many public statements by 
Pakistan leaders, were quite different horn those of the 
Uinled States, 

The extension of the military pact system beyond the 
Ur tin American and the North Atlantic Treaty areas, 
whete Americans had generally approved this new ap- 
proach to regional security, ?o additional parts o! the 
world gave rise to much debate in the United States, While 
the Pakistan pact seas being negotiated, there was at first 
considerable opposition within the United States to this 
and other departures from a traditional American foreign 
policy. However, since then the opposition has died down 
and Congressional ami general opinion has apparently 
come to accept the military assistance pi ograim of the 
present. 

The reasons brought out in favor of the Pakistan agree- 
in cm were many* For some time Pakistan had thrown out 
feelers on the question of entering into a defensive alls- 
ante with the United States, together with Turkey and 
other countries that believed the formation oF a common 
front against the danger of Soviet aggression was the best 
way to prevent that danger from becoming a itrabiy. While 
the "uofthem tier” grouping might not in itself c omn- 
ium an effective military bulwark sgaitis Km set attack, It 
seemed likely to reduce the danger of “little mm” break- 
ing em along the jrertphery of the Communist bloc. Agist- 
ing Pakbtan to improve the equipment , mobility, train- 
ing and ragammtum of its fruev would, it was thought, 
render lev- wuher than more likely a Soviet miempi looser ■ 
run or subvert, t he cmmtry, Finally it should be recalled 
that military aid was only a part of the awbr/mve 1 1.-st the 
l r m led States offered Pakistan, a Uuw volume nt economic 
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aid also being pledged to it on the ground that the healthy 
development of Pakistan was the best insurance of its 
peace and stability against any internal or external threats. 

In general terms, it was the American view that the in- 
terests of the free world would best be served by actions 
strengthening both India and Pakistan and that these ends 
could best be accomplished if both countries moved for- 
ward in peace toward stability and economic development. 
It was also an American assumption that military aid to 
Pakistan would constitute no threat to Indian security. 
This assessment was based partly on the relative size and 
strength of India and Pakistan, with India having nearly 
four times the area of Pakistan, four times the population, 
probably ten times the industrial base, and superior strength 
in most other measurable dimensions. It was also based 
on the assurances of the Pakistan government that the 
military aid would be used for the designated common 
purposes of defense against Soviet attack. Presumably 
American authorities assumed that even if Pakistan, de- 
spite its relative weakness and its official pledges, were to 
determine on a seemingly hopeless aggression against 
India, American influence would be adequate to forestall 
the action or, at the worst, to bring it to a prompt end. 
Americans have felt that India could have placed more 
confidence in American assurances. 

The Indian position differs at almost every point. The 
extension of the military pact system to Asia continues to 
be criticized. It is believed in India that the acceptance of 
American military aid has been made palatable to public 
opinion not because there is any real danger but because 
it was represented as being advantageous in local rivalries; 
this has tended to harden instead of to soothe local con- 
flicts. In the case of Pakistan, this general position is re- 
inforced by the estimate in India of Pakistan’s policies and 
of political, economic and social conditions in that coun- 
try. Statements by Nehru and others underscore the Indian 
fear that Pakistan is a politically unstable entity, that to 
hold public support its leaders consciously stir up irritants 
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between India and itself, and dial Pakistan Is making iron* 
dtriom inm*asingiy intolerable for Its Hindu eiri/cm. They 
believe that, if their power to govern should be critically 
weakened, the k-adm of Pakistan would seek so rcume 
their domestic authority by launching a disguised aggers- 
si on against India or even by a stair at Srinagar, the capi- 
ta} of Kashmir. Such a chain of reactions, in the Indian 
view, could not be broken by United States influence in 
time io avert disaster. 

Indian resentment of American amo aid to Pakistan 
can be explained in large* pan by dte fact that by allying 
itself with the United States Pakistan has "aligned*' itself 
with one side in the cold war. This runs counter to basic 
Indian concepts of foreign policy. To the Indian way of 
thinking such alignment endangers India's security by 
bringing the dashing interests of the major power* to the 
borders of India. By joining the Baghdad Pact and SKA TO 
Pakistan has also presumably sought to strengthen its own 
general influence in international affairs, an influence 
which India suspects. By this alignment Pakistan has also 
taken a position different ftom that of India in Western 
Asia, where India feeds that its security and other interests 
are best served by encouraging "nemralmn,” by cultivat- 
ing extremely friendly t clarions with Egypt, and by be- 
friending the Arab countries and mid-shouldering Israeli 
claims. 

Another factor that helps explain the Indian reaction 
is that to Indians the great disparity between Indian and 
Pakistan strength is no guarantee against Pakistan agger*-- 
rinn. They recall that Pakistan sent its troops into Kash- 
mir in iff 18 . at a rime when it was still very weak, to brio 
against rise Indian army, Indians ate persuaded that Palm 
scan bus' asked fm American arms aid primarily for me 
titpumf India rather than against the Soviet Union or 
China, That it< me would sun nccomrih he solely dr* 
femm: A accepted in India hriatne of repeated refer mces 
by Pakriem sneaker® to a *‘ho}v scar" m Itlwistr Kashmir 
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interested in American arms in order to improve its bar- 
gaining position against India. 

Because of the impact of fears, attachments and his- 
torical experience on the Indian outlook, it is doubtful 
that Indian resentment of American arms aid to Pakistan 
will be moderated while tensions continue high between 
India and Pakistan. In these circumstances a very narrow 
basis exists for reducing the tensions between India and 
the United States on the aid question. Yet some steps seem 
to be possible. 

First of all, it would be helpful if the nature of the Amer- 
ican aid program could be better understood in India, 
especially the relative roles of '‘economic" and “military" 
aid. Apparently it is not yet accepted in India that these 
are to some extent artificial and budgetary categories; even 
major allocations grouped under "military” aid often sup- 
port the general economy directly. Apart from these "de- 
fense support” funds, substantial help also goes into con- 
struction activities which serve equally the demands of na- 
tional defense and of national welfare, for example, 
through building new roads or setting up new factories 
for the production of prepared foods, clothing and other 
personal supplies, household equipment, machines and 
the like. A considerable portion of American military aid 
to Pakistan is devoted to strengthening the economy in 
these and similar trays, in addition to supplying its armed 
forces with modem military weapons. It might also be 
argued that any "economic” aid to a country that does not 
receive “military" aid is in a sense “defense support," as 
it makes possible a larger defense budget appropriation 
from domestic funds. 

A second helpful step would be to allay the fears of the 
Indian government that American military aid will make 
the Pakistan military establishment stronger than India’s 
or at least strengthen it significantly in relation to the In- 
dian military establishment. Since the details of military 
establishments are naturally shrouded in great secrecy, it 
is impossible for unofficial persons to determine whether 
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the fire power, mobility, etc. of military equipment that 
Pakistan is receiving under the aid agreement is less, as 
much or more than that of military equipment which In- 
dia purchases from abroad. In view of the lack of any au- 
thoritative information, Indians’ worst fears are aroused. 
And among the people there is a widely held belief that 
With American aid Pakistan will achieve parity or near 
parity with India in a short time. A number of informed 
Americans believe, however, that because Pakistan is mark- 
edly weaker and smaller, and also geographically divided, 
its economy, even with foreign aid, could hardly sustain 
a growth in the military establishment which would come 
near to closing the gap between the Indian and Pakistan 
armed forces. Other possible ameliorative measures might 
be found in giving strengthened assurances that Pakistan 
will not use American-donated aims to attack India and 
in an increased emphasis on American economic rather 
than military aid to Pakistan. But these would be only 
ameliorative; so long as Indians fear Pakistan, American 
military aid to Pakistan is certain to disturb friendly In- 
dian-American relations. 

In both the Kashmir issue and the arms aid question the 
causes of the Indian-American tension arc in the realities 
of Indian-Pakistan relations. So long as they arc as severely 
strained as they have been since 1947, Indian opinion is 
certain to resent any support given by the United States 
to pioposals in the Kashmir issue that are favored by Paki- 
stan, or any American contribution to the strengthening 
of Pakistan’s military forces. It is hardly necessary' to point 
out that under present conditions American support to 
Indian positions is likely to be similarly resented in Paki- 
stan. And when India suggests that because of its difficulties 
with Pakistan the United States should not proceed with 
Pakistan to strengthen their joint plans against the danger 
of Soviet aggression, Americans are apt to be resentful too. 

This brief review has suggested how strongly India’s ap- 
proach to Pakistan is dominated by security interests, in 
contrast to India’s policies toward most other countries. Be- 
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cause India views Pakistan as an immediate and continu- 
ing threat to its security, its policies toward its neighbor 
have been very similar to policies which have commonly 
been adopted by the larger military powers under similar 
feelings of danger. The United States can respect India 
for taking protective measures. There is, however, a feel- 
ing in the United States that India, which has taken a lead- 
ing role in urging other countries along peaceful paths, has 
not helped the general problem of resolving international 
tensions by its policy toward Pakistan. Similarly, many In- 
dians ask why the United States should criticize Indian 
policy toward Pakistan 'when it is in Indian eyes parallel 
to the American policy toward the Soviet Union. As we 
have seen, difficulties in communication between India and 
the United States on the Pakistan question run deep. There 
exists almost a stereotype in India of an America that is 
helping Pakistan out of a sense of hostility to India. This 
is matched by the belief sometimes found in the United 
States that India prefers a weak Pakistan on its borders out 
of a desire to ensure its own superior position in the 
region. 

The real hope for improved Indian-American adjust- 
ments in the field of their relations with Pakistan arises 
from the prospect that India and Pakistan can gradually or 
perhaps at a stroke resolve their troubles. After all, the dis- 
putes over Kashmir and arms aid are two among a great 
many difficulties between India and Pakistan, of which 
a number have already been resolved by compromise and 
negotiation while still more are under peaceful discussion 
between the two countries. Representatives of India and 
Pakistan have frequently expressed their hopes for im- 
proved mutual relations, and this must also be the hope 
of those who are concerned over the difficulties that Paki- 
stan questions inject into Indian-American relations. 


Chapter 5 


EAST AND SOUTHEAST ASIA 


Excepting Soviet Asia and Thailand, ever)' country from 
the Pacific Ocean to the Khyber Pass has since 19X5 under- 
gone drastic political transformation as part of the new 
consciousness of national dignity and social aspiration that 
has swept across Asia. In some cases this transformation 
has been diverted into the paths of communism, in others 
it has moved with varying success into more democratic 
patterns. Korea, freed from Japanese domination, parti- 
tioned, and then plunged into a new war, has since the 
cease-fire in 1953 been seeking to combine independence 
with economic viability-~at least in the south, japan, de- 
feated, then occupied until 1951, is now working out a new 
status under a parliamentary' democracy. Independence 
movements have achieved their political goals in ten former 
dependencies of Western powers: in die Philippines in 
1946, India and Pakistan in 1947, Burma and Ceylon in 
1948, Indonesia in 1949, Laos, Cambodia and Viet Nam in 
1954 and Malaya in 1957. Singapore lias gained large in- 
stallments of promised self-rule. In Nepal, die Rana-con- 
trolled oligarchy with India’s encouragement yielded 
authority to a monarchy that is seeking to build up parlia- 
mentary institutions. And in China, the long-drawn-out 
civil war which resulted in the flight of the Nationalist 
government to Formosa, placed the Chinese Communist 
party in control of the mainland with ambitions to create— 
for the first time in modern history— a major Asian power 
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along the northern land frontiers of India and Southeast 
Asia. 

Inevitably all these changes— which encompassed India 
and transformed the character of American concern with 
Asia— have also had their influence on Indian-American 
relations. Not all the changes have struck the two peoples 
with equal force. India, for example, has laid more con- 
stant stress on the need for ending colonialism everywhere 
than has the United States, though both have favored the 
trend and— if we may anticipate the subject matter of an- 
other chapter— it seems unlikely that they will be seri- 
ously divided in the future over colonial issues in South- 
east Asia. Similarly, Japan, whidt holds a central place in 
American interests, has been rather distant from India emo- 
tionally as well as geographically, as are Korea, the Repub- 
lic of the Philippines and even Thailand. India has some 
contacts with each of them but they do not figure promi- 
nently in Indian-American relations. Indeed, Pakistan 
apart, there are very few Indian-American differences on 
Asian questions except those that in one way or another re- 
flect the advent of Communist governments in China, 
North Korea and North Viet Nam, or the possibility of 
further Communist penetration into Asia. 

At the heart of Indian-American differences over East 
Asia is the so-called “China Question,” which the two coun- 
tries approach from profoundly divergent perspectives. 
These differences may directly involve their policies to- 
ward the two Chinese governments— as they have in the 
matters of the recognition of Communist China and its 
representation in the United Nations or in the matter of 
the disposition of Korea. Or they may be a degree re- 
moved and involve the interaction of Indian and American 
policies toward Chinese Communist moves in other coun- 
tries, as for example Communist penetration into Tibet 
or Chinese policies toward Southeast Asia and Korea. In 
these matters the clash between India and the United 
States may not be direct but it is not for that reason in 
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the long run less serious as basic attitudes and concerns 
are also involved. 


The “ China Question to the End of the Civil War 

It is doubtful, whether India and the United States 
would have differed over China if Chiang Kai-shek had 
won the civil war in 1949 and retained control over his 
country. The leaders of Indian nationalism as well as the 
American people and government had a number of tics 
with China and friendly, admiring relations with Chiang, 
who had long been viewed in both countries as an out- 
standing nationalist leader. 

Actually, modern Indian interest in China may be dated 
from the Chinese revolution of 191 1-1912. The sympathy 
of many Indians with Sun Yat-sen's efforts in turn stim- 
ulated a revival of interest in India’s quite remarkable con- 
tacts with ancient China which— stretching from the first 
to the eleventh centuries— had included considerable 
travel and trade, and had seen the spread of Buddhism 
from India to China. Spurred on thus by political sym- 
pathies and historical memories, Indian nationalist lead- 
ers set about renewing contacts between the two coun- 
tries in modem times. Such events as Rabindranath Ta- 
gore’s visit to the Far East in 1924 and jawaharlal Nehru’s 
first contacts with Chinese political figures excited great 
public interest. Two presidents of the Congress party dur- 
ing the 1920’s suggested, for example, establishing an 
'‘Asiatic Federation,” to consist of the peoples of India, 
China and Southeast Asia. 

This interest grew in the 1930’s. Indian opinion like 
American opinion was outraged by the Japanese aggres- 
sion against China in 1931 and 1937. Indian newspapers 
called on the League of Nations to apply military sanctions 
against Japan. The Congress party passed resolutions and 
organized demonstrations on "China Days.” In response to 
an international appeal for help by the commander of the 
Communist-led Chinese Eighth Route Army, a privately- 
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supported Indian ambulance unit was sent to China. In 
1939 Nehru visited China and in early 1942 he brought 
Chiang in touch with other Indian nationalists when the 
Chinese leader came to India to appeal for more support 
against the Japanese at that critical stage. Although Chiang 
failed to persuade the Congress party leaders to support 
the Allied war effort, Nehru described his visit as "a great 
event in India” as a result of which “the bonds that tied 
India and China grew stronger." Other prominent figures 
also eulogized Chiang and China’s resistance to aggression. 

American contacts with China— while of more recent 
origin than India’s— were for long of a more concentrated 
and intense nature. By World War II the United States 
had come to know China through a century’s intercourse 
at missionary, trading and political levels. No other Asian 
nation had attracted so much American interest. American 
private citizens had given large-scale support to educa- 
tional and medical centers in China. On the political level, 
the United States had since the first Chinese-American 
Treaty of 1844 in various ways sought to limit the en- 
croachments of foreign powers on China and to resist the 
whittling down of Chinese sovereignty by Russia, West 
European states and Japan. Thus in pursuing its own eco- 
nomic and political aims of preserving a united and in- 
dependent China, the United States had sought to serve 
also the interests of the weak Chinese government. This 
interest in China continued and in the 1930's the Japanese 
invasion of China provoked great indignation in the 
United States, as it did in India. The American govern- 
ment refused to recognize the Manchukuo regime set up 
by the Japanese. When the United States and China be- 
came allies during World War II, their contacts increased 
in range and intimacy and substantial American help for 
several years supported Chiang’s efforts to meet his most 
pressing military and domestic problems. 

The postwar period, which brought independence to 
India, brought disaster to the Nationalist government in 
China. At first it appeared probable that Chiang would re- 
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establish the authority of his government in the territories 
that had been occupied by Japan and in those which the 
Chinese Communists had made their base for some ten 
years. Expectations that China would at last play an ef- 
fective part in world affairs were reflected in American 
insistence that China receive a permanent seat on the 
United Nations Security Council. A similar expectation 
was also involved in the strengthening of India’s diplo- 
matic relations with China shortly after Nehru came to 
power, and in the Prime Minister's welcoming the Na- 
tionalist Chinese representatives to the unofficial Asian Re- 
lations Conference in 1947. 

But the great social, economic and political ravages oV‘ 
the Japanese occupation— which had continued for four- 
teen years in Manchuria and eight years in China proper— 
with the attendant stresses of civil war had undermined 
the foundations of the Kuomintang government. The dis- 
mantlingof America’s great military power— begun as soon 
as the war ended— left Chiang facing his domestic and for- 
eign problems virtually alone. I-Iis handling of them 
elicited criticism at home and abroad. Though distressed 
at signs of disintegration in China, Americans stood aside 
and pressed Chiang to seek a compromise settlement with 
his Communist rivals. The Chinese Communists, however, 
strengthened by the Japanese military stores left them by 
the Russian military regime in Manchuria at the end of 
World War II and by American equipment captured from 
dispirited troops in Chiang’s command, and helped by 
widespread dissatisfaction with the Kuomintang regime, 
swept southward through province after province. 

By this time Americans were engaged in a bitter con- 
troversy as to whether the United States could have pre- 
vented this debacle. A sense of having failed in its mission 
in China spread through the United States, along with an 
awareness that Communist victory in China would 
heighten the threat posed by the Soviet Union. Indian 
government and public opinion, by contrast, took the cli- 
mactic developments calmly. Enthusiasm for Chiang had 
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long since evaporated on the ground that he had failed 
to achieve administrative and social reforms and was un- 
duly dependent on American support. With the ending 
of civil war and the establishment of a strong regime, many 
Indians saw China at last coming into its own after a long 
period of humiliation and foreign intervention. On De- 
cember 30, 1949, the Indian government recognized the 
newly proclaimed Central People’s Government of die Peo- 
ple’s Republic of China, whereas the United States re- 
jected the Communists’ claims to sovereignty over China 
at it had the Japanese claims in the 1930‘s. 


Responses to the Communist Victory 

Americans' first direct experiences with the Chinese 
Communist regime hardened their attitude. American dip- 
lomats who had stayed at their posts in China during the 
civil war were treated harshly by the new authorities and 
in violation of accepted international practice. The Com- 
munist government’s seizure and imprisonment of Amer- 
ican nationals aroused bitter resentment. These actions, 
and the Sino-Soviet treaty of alliance, signed in February 
1950, which confirmed the close links between Soviet Rus- 
sia and die Chinese Communist government, were har- 
bingers of odier developments that soon followed. The 
Communist aggression against South Korea and China’s 
role in prolonging the war kept American opinion strongly 
antagonistic to the Chinese Communist regime. At the 
same time there were and continue to be lively discussions 
in the United States over die policy it should adopt toward 
Communist China. 

In India also various consideradons have been involved 
in policy toward mainland China. On the one hand India 
from the beginning took the position that, as the Commu- 
nist regime had in fact come out uppermost in the civil 
war and as revoludonary changes were taking place in 
China, other nauons could help make and keep the transi- 
tion a peaceful one by showing understanding and sym- 
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parity for the new regime. Many Indians reasoned that un- 
less the new Chinese regime were generally accepted, its 
leadens would become embittered and isolated from the 
main currents of world affairs as well as unduly dependent 
on the Soviet Union. Since— In spite of their both being 
Asian nations— India and China have nevertheless been far 
removed from each other, the Indian government set out 
soon after recognition to enlarge Sino-lndian contacts 
through die exchange of students, of cultural and trade 
missions and through diplomatic measures. 

At the same time however there is a frequent recogni- 
tion within India diat China is in fact its most potent 
Asian rival. Thus— while Indians take pride in the ability 
of an Asian people to face up successfully to hitherto 
stronger Western powers— there is also a sense that the 
Chinese are competing with India for influence over the 
future of Asia. The Indian government is aware of the 
forced-draft methods of the Chinese Communists and it 
understands the crucial nature of the competition between 
these mediods and diose of India for the allegiance of 
Southeast Asia and other underdeveloped areas. It is also 
possible to surmise that the Pancha Shit policy developed 
by Nehru in 1954 and discussed below represents an ef- 
fort to secure the commitment oE the Chinese Communist 
government publicly to certain principles of state action 
in the hope that this will allay die fears of the small states 
bordering China without at the same time involving the 
Indian government in an expensive policy of opposition 
to possible Chinese moves— a policy which India feels it 
need not pursue at present. 

In spite of this awareness in India and the rejection by 
many thoughtful Indians of Chinese Communist domestic 
methods, there is a significant difference in Indian and 
American reactions toward developments within China. 
Generally speaking, as we have already pointed out, In- 
dians do not share the moral repugnance toward commu- 
nism that most Americans feel. They believe that the Chi- 
nese people had a right to choose whatever form of gov* 
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eminent they desired and that it was no concern of out- 
siders what that choice was. Most Americans feel that 
no real choice was made by die Chinese people. They also 
feel that the internal character of a Communist govern- 
ment permeates the actions that it takes toward other na- 
tions and in turn must influence the assumptions on which 
other nations base their policies toward a Communist 
state. 

It has been a matter of more intense concern in the 
United States than in India that the new Chinese system 
difFers in its fundamentals from the patterns of govern- 
ment acceptable in democratically oriented nations that 
share basic elements of a democratic tradition. In spite of 
various camouflaging devices, all power in mainland China 
rests in die hands of the top party leadership which has at 
its command propaganda instruments, a secret police, large 
armies and a highly organized system of party cells backed 
by an elaborate system of inspection that reaches down to 
the lowest levels. In such a system the individual is re- 
garded merely as an instrument to serve the interests of 
the dictatorial party. Thus the new regime is trying to 
Teduce or eliminate the tradidonal system of family inter- 
dependence and to replace it by die direct loyalty of each 
individual to the party and the state. In the American view 
the system of totalitarian control has also eliminated re 
gional and other loyalties to an unusual degree and given 
the party state a remarkable degree of control over the 
lives, acuvities and patterns of thought of the people. 

The Communist party is also engaged in an ambitious 
program of reconstruction and industrialization. The re- 
gime has undertaken to reorganize agriculture along co- 
operative and collective lines and claims that some ninety 
per cent of the peasants have already been "collectivized” 
under varying degrees of control by die party and the state. 
Substantial unrest reported by die party press in various 
provinces has been dealt with severely and the large flood 
control and other construction jobs are heavily manned 
by “corrective" labor. Many Indians seem to have re- 
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ccived satisfaction from the attempts of the new govern- 
ment to build up China's economy and power. It is a seri- 
ous question in the minds of most Americans, but few if 
any Indians, whether the economic gains will bring benefit 
to the masses of the Chinese people or will simply increase 
the ability of the regime to strengthen its control within 
the country and take over gradually, from the Soviet 
sources of supply, die problem of equipping the very large 
military forces which are being maintained by die Chinese 
Communist leaders, China, with the Soviet government 
supplying the more elaborate military equipment, has be- 
come one of the five major military powers of the world. 

Impressions vary' as to how heavy the cost has been in 
human terms. There are different opinions as to how many 
persons have been killed by the regime, how many sent to 
"corrective labor," how many to "indoctrination cen- 
ters.” It seems possible to say that many people in India 
and certainly most Americans are convinced that under 
Chinese Communist rule, as under Soviet rule, the individ- 
ual has no human rights as die term is understood in de- 
mocracies based on Western traditions. Prime Minister 
Nehru himself has said that Chinese methods are not for 
India. There remains however a lively interest in India in 
Chinese progress and voices are heard querying whether 
some of the Chinese methods— of labor allocation or land 
reform for example— might not be useful in India and 
whedier in order to keep China from forging ahead of it, 
India might not perhaps adopt some of them. 

Differences in evaluation of the Chinese Communist do- 
mestic order serve as an irritant in I n di an -Am erica n rela- 
tions, as do differences in evaluation of the Soviet system. 
However, the more acute issues concern rather the impact 
of Chinese policies on world affairs and the most suitable 
internat ional postures to adopt toward Communist China, 
In Indian-American terms, the major issues have been the 
recognition of Communist China and its seating m the 
United Nations, and the future of Formosa. In India, opin- 
ion seems firm on these matters. In the United States <hV 
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cussion o£ these issues continues, with a degree of change 
in at least some aspects of American policy toward Com- 
munist China not to be completely ruled out. 

Recognition and Seating in the United Nations 

The recognition of one regime as the government of 
China and the seating of a regime in the United Nations 
as the accredited representative of China aTe separate is- 
sues, but they are closely interrelated, leaning as they do 
on the same arguments and bringing into play the same 
emotions. 

Both issues rest on a combination of fonnal arguments 
and political considerations. In the absence of uniformly 
accepted criteria of legitimaq', India has in most though 
not all cases followed the simple doctrine that de facto 
control of territory and administration entitles a govern- 
ment to de jure status. India— the second non-Communist 
government to extend recognition to the Communist gov- 
ernment of China— did so on this basis. The United States 
lias since the rime of Jefferson, in most but not all periods 
of its history, applied three criteria for recognition: con- 
trol over the machinery of state; government with the 
assent of the people or at least without their open op- 
position; and the willingness and ability of a regime to ful- 
fill its international obligations. Failure to meet the second 
and third standards, or either of them, has in the twen- 
tieth century delayed or prevented American recognition 
of several Latin American Tegimes, of the Soviet Union, 
Manchukuo, and the Franco government in Spain. 

According to the reasoning prevailing in the United 
States, the Nationalist government retains its legal status 
despite the Communists’ de facto control of the mainland 
—as did, for example, the legal governments of countries 
overrun by Nazi Germany. This is so because, in Amer- 
ican opinion, the Chinese Communist government has not 
met Jefferson’s second criterion and has repeatedly violated 
the third one. In particular, the aggression in Korea 
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charged to China by the United Nations has not been 
purged by Peking’s subsequent actions. Hence the formal 
grounds for America’s continued recognition of the Kuo- 
mintang government remain valid. They apply equally to 
America’s stand on the seating of the Chinese Communist 
regime in the United Nations. This line of argument 
makes little impression in India. Indians say that these 
principles were not applied by the United States in com- 
parable cases, including the states of Eastern Europe and 
Israel. Few, if any, Americans would agree that the recog- 
nition of Israel or even of the East European states in the 
immediate postwar period was comparable to the China 
recognition question. Secondly, Indians say that in officially 
negotiating with the representatives of Communist China, 
as it has done in several situations, the United States gov- 
ernment has in effect recognized the Peking government. 

So much for the legal question. In political terms, bas- 
ically the more important, the question is: which Chinese 
regime should profit from whatever advantages result from 
the admission of a government to the United Nations and 
from the carrying on of normal diplomatic intercourse? If 
diplomatic recognition implied no more than taking note 
of a de facto situation, the extension of such recognition 
to Communist China would pose a lesser dilemma to many 
Americans. Actually some Americans argue that under 
existing circumstances— in which American and Commu- 
nist Chinese diplomats have negotiated on various issues 
both indirectly and face to face— the United States gains 
little from withholding recognition. The opposing group, 
emphasizing China’s part in the Communist bloc, is ap- 
palled at the measures being taken within China to fasten 
totalitarian controls over die whole society and is per- 
suaded that China’s remorseless drive to increase its na- 
tional power, as well as Chinese action in Korea, indicate 
expansionist ambitions. This view has received widespread 
governmental and public support in the United States 
and was endorsed by both major political parties in their 
Iff 56 national platforms. Recognition, after all, does have 
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strong political overtones. America’s pledged word is seen 
by many Americans as bound up with continued support 
of Chiang Kai-shek. This view is reinforced when the 
recognition question is considered as part of the global 
struggle to build up the strength of other nations to resist 
the further expansion of the Communist bloc. 

It is sometimes argued that recognition by the United 
States and the admission of Communist China to the 
United Nations would enhance the prospects of peace by 
giving China wider opportunities for international con- 
tacts and so weaning it away from Russia. Most Americans, 
though only a few Indians, doubt that relations between 
the two strongest Communist states -would be much affected 
by the diplomatic actions of other states. Mostly, American 
opinion holds that recognition would have the opposite 
effect, that of encouraging the Communist powers to pur- 
sue an even more intransigent course. Far from accepting 
an American offer of recognition in the spirit of modera- 
tion and adjustment, the present leaders in Peking would, 
they believe on the basis of past experiences, exploit this 
step toward conciliation as a great political victory over 
the free world and as a stepping-stone to fresh expansion 
of their power. 

Thus the prevailing American line of reasoning runs 
counter to the Indian approach. To Indian government 
leaders the international acceptance of Communist China 
would have symbolic importance as a recognition of the 
new status of Asian peoples in world affairs. More urgently, 
they hold that peace in Asia depends partly on the recogni- 
tion of the government of Communist China, which rules 
over nearly 600,000,000 people and controls a vast land 
mass. Since almost all issues relating to peace and war in 
East Asia must affect and be affected by Communist China, 
they argue, drawing China into normal diplomatic rela- 
tions with the world's capitals is essential if these issues 
are to be settled by negotiation and compromise. 

It is clear that on the issues of recognition and of seat- 
ing of Communist China in the United Nations India and 
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the United States have not seen eye to eye. From time to 
time various suggestions have been made for breaking the 
deadlock but none of them has had much reality. Thus on 
occasion it has been suggested that Security Council mem- 
bership be revised so that the permanent seat now held by 
Nationalist China would be given to India. This is not 
acceptable to India nor is it in accord with its friendly 
relations with Communist China. Another proposal lias 
been that both the Communist and the Nationalist govern- 
ments be recognized and both be accepted as members of 
the United Nations. In this manner international repre- 
sentation of the Communist regime would be secured 
without forcing the withdrawal of the recognition that the 
United States and a large number of other countries con- 
tinue to give to the Nationalist government. At present 
there is however little support for such a proposal from 
any side. 

Recently both the Indian and American governments 
have been acting as if it would be betier to let the issue 
lie dormant for the time being since there seems to be no 
acceptable way out of the present impasse. This course of 
“agreeing to disagree” also saves the desire of both India 
and the United States to preserve peace in East Asia. 
Furthermore, the issues of recognition and United Nations 
membership are part of a larger context which must itself 
change before any real new developments can be expected 
on these two issues. 


Formosa 

There is for example little expectation that the ques- 
tions of recognition and United Nations membership can 
be resolved so long as the status of Formosa remains in 
contest. The history of the island makes possible differing 
claims. After centuries of independent existence Formosa 
was seized in the seventeenth century by Chinese imperial 
forces and was a part of China until the Japanese annexed 
it at the close of the Sino-Japancsc war of 1894-1895. !n 
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1943, at Cairo, Roosevelt, Churchill and Chiang Kai-shek 
agreed to restore to the Republic of China die territories 
that, as the communique put it, Japan had "stolen" from 
China and to expel Japan from all other territories “taken 
by violence." Manchuria, Formosa and the Pescadores were 
expressly mentioned as areas to be returned to China. This 
decision was reaffirmed at the Potsdam Conference in 1945. 
By 1951 however, when the peace treaty widi Japan was 
signed, Chiang Kai-shek had been driven from die main- 
land and had established the Nationalist government on 
Formosa. The peace treaty stripped Japan of its title to 
diat island but did not provide specifically for its disposi- 
tion. On the basis of diese facts and on the premise that 
defeat on the mainland did not extinguish its jurisdicdon, 
the Narionalist government has disputed all challenges to 
its sovereignty over Formosa. 

The Chinese Communists have argued their case from 
die position that the People’s government, by its main- 
land victory, became the successor government of China 
and inherited sovereignty over all of China’s territory in- 
cluding Formosa, dius placing the Kuomintang regime 
in the status merely of a rebellious opposition. According 
to this line of reasoning, Communist action against For- 
mosa would be of the nature of a domestic police action, 
much as the mainland regime regards the establishment of 
its control over Tibet. 

Being the sole remaining base of the Chinese National- 
ists, the only center with which non-Communist or anti- 
Communist Chinese— whether on the mainland or in 
Southeast Asia or in other parts of the world— can now 
identify themselves, strategically located in die Western 
Pacific, and favored with one of the highest standards of 
living in Asia, Formosa is obviously the core of the Na- 
tionalist government. It is also important symbolically and 
practically to the Communists, and herein lies die threat 
to peace which has caused continuing anxiety in India 
and in die United States. The Communists have repeat- 
edly declared their intention of “liberating” Formosa, 
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peacefully it possible but by force if necessary. In 1955 
they emphasized the point by building up airfields, supply 
dumps and other military facilities along the Fukien coast 
opposite Formosa. More recently they have tried to sway 
individual Nationalist leaders by holding forth the pros- 
pect of negotiation and by promising honorific posts under 
Communist rule to any Chinese on Formosa who would 
contribute to the "liberation” of the island. Meanwhile, 
the Nationalist government has made every preparation to 
prevent tiie Communists from seizing Formosa and the off- 
shore islands. Occasionally the Nationalist leaders also talk 
of the reconquest of tire mainland. 

The Indian government does not recognize the Kuomin- 
tang regime on Formosa and would, indeed, not be averse 
to seeing tire end of a regime which depends so heavily on 
American support. In part, this attitude is based on the 
danger of war inherent in the present situation; in part, 
it is a result of the Indian feeling that the open and sub- 
stantial American support to Chiang’s regime represents a 
new kind of imperialism in Asia— much as does, in Indian 
eyes, American aid to Syngman Rhee and to tire Diem 
government in South Viet Nam. It is assumed in India 
however that American opinion would not willingly ac- 
cept a Communist seizure of Formosa and this for a num- 
ber of reasons; the consequent strengthening of the Com- 
munist bloc, the effect on non-Comrmmist Chinese every- 
where of such a resounding Communist victory, the in- 
creased strategic threat to the Philippine Islands, and the 
extensive "liquidations” that would be likely to take place. 
It should however be pointed out that after much-publi- 
cized talk in the United States of "unleashing" Chiang's 
forces against the mainland, die obligations of the United 
States under the Mutual Defense Pact of 1954 were limited 
to cooperation for the defense against aggression of For- 
mosa, the Pescadores, the island territories in the West 
Pacific under United States jurisdiction, and "such other 
territories as may be determined by mutual agreement.” 
Although in supplementary notes it was agreed that Na- 
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tionalist China controls not only Formosa and the Pesca- 
dores but also “other territory” (i.c., the offshore islands), 
with respect to which it also possesses "the inherent right 
of self-defense," the notes continued , 1 

In view of the obligations of die two Parties under die said 
Treaty, and of die fact that die use of force from either of these 
areas by either of the Parties affects the other, it is agreed that 
such use of force will be a matter of joint agreement, subject to 
action of an emergency character which is clearly an exercise 
of die inherent right of self-defense. 

In the present state of world tension, control of Formosa 
by a friendly government is seen by many Americans as 
important for the security of the Philippines, of Japan, 
and finally of the United States itself. It is also seen in the 
United States as important in the longer run to the se- 
curity of Southeast and South Asia. 

Both India and the United States have advised the two 
Chinese regimes not to break the peace over or from For- 
mosa. It has so far not been possible however to work out 
any acceptable "solution” of the Formosa question. For 
this a sine qua non would, be to provide assurances against 
any use of force on either side. The idea of an independent 
Formosa is from time to time explored. The first problem 
that would arise would be the identity of the rulers. 
Should they be the native Formosans or the Chinese now 
resident there? The claims of both could be pressed. The 
second consideration would be that an independent For- 
mosa could probably be established only if it were neu- 
tralized, a possibility that would require the renunciation 
both of Nationalist ambitions to return to the mainland 
and of Communist determination to "liberate” the island. 
It would also probably be necessary to provide outside 
help to ensure further development of the Formosan econ- 
omy. Overlaid with difficulties as it is, this solution may 
have some positive features, if pursued gradually, peace- 
ably and without undue pressure. It may be, of course, 

i Documents on American Foreign Relations, 1954 (New York; Harper, 
for the Council on Foreign Relations, 1935), pp. 363-SGI. 
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that with the passage of time, die two Chinese govern- 
ments will reach some sort of settlement on their own. For 
the present however there seems to he no alternative to 
the continuation of the existing and uneasy situation. It 
is to be expected that in line with their general concept 
of international conflict, of the nature of the two Chinese 
regimes, and of India's proper role, Indian policy-makers 
will continue to try to bring the Chinese Communists and 
the United States closer together. 


Tibet and India's Northeast Frontier Area 

Let us turn now from the comparison of Indian and 
American policies toward the two Chinese governments to 
those areas— Tibet, Korea and Soudicast Asia— in which 
the expansion of Communist Chinese influence, or the 
threat of its expansion, have caused serious concern to 
either India or the United States. The interaction of In- 
dian and American policies in this sphere has hit close to 
concepts of security as well as to a number of other basic 
concerns. 

The sharpest differences that India has so far had with 
Communist China arose over the manner in which die 
Communist regime in 1950 extinguished the ancient 
diough partial autonomy of Tibet and brought that coun- 
try within its military and political control. That the 
Chinese government exercised suzerainty over Tibet bad 
long been internationally accepted. On the other hand, 
India had inherited die special privileges obtained by die 
Younghusbatid expedition which the British had sent into 
the area early in this century in an effort to make Tibet 
into a buffer state between Russia, China and India. Under 
this previous arrangement, India had from 1947 main- 
tained a Political Agent in Lhasa, specified trade agencies, 
and certain postal and telegraph facilities within the bor- 
ders of Tibet, as well as a small military contingent in the 
town of Gyantse. 

“When in August 1950 the Communist regime announced 
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its intention o£ sending troops into Tibet, the Indian gov- 
ernment strongly urged it to settle the question of its rela- 
tions with Tibet peacefully. Nevertheless Chinese troops 
marched to the border of Tibet and later into all the main 
centers of the country. The Indian protest was prompt and 
emphatic; in an exchange of notes India described the 
Chinese action as deplorable. The Chinese reply was a com- 
plete rebuff to the Indian position. Stating that Sino-Ti- 
betan relations were a domestic matter in which “no foreign 
interference would be tolerated,” the Communist govern- 
ment went on to point out that the Chinese troops had 
been sent "to liberate the Tibetan people and defend the 
frontier of China” and that Indian reaction must have 
been “affected by foreign influences hostile to China.” The 
Indian government categorically denied the last of these 
allegations and was not pleased by the insulting implica- 
tion that Chinese troops had entered Tibet in order to 
"defend” its borders. Nor were the implications for long- 
term Indian security particularly consoling, as large Chi- 
nese forces displaced the unarmed Tibetan levies. 

After China had intervened in the Korean war India, 
feeling that the greater world danger lay there, did not 
press the Tibetan matter. Indeed it was not clear that there 
was anything further that India could have done about the 
Chinese presence in Tibet, except to protest through dip- 
lomatic channels. However, in spite of later Indian efforts 
to minimize the importance of Tibetan developments, it 
is clear that the implications to Indian security have not 
escaped careful notice in New Delhi. By their penetration 
into Tibet the Chinese have moved much closer to India, 
and through their road and airfield construction they are 
drastically changing what was long considered an impreg- 
nable fastness. And, in part because it is now installed in 
Tibet, China is in a position to put heavier pressure on 
the Nepali government through economic and political 
means. In so doing it has increased its capacity to pene- 
trate into a zone which India has considered particularly 
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important to its own security As Prime Minister Nehru 
put it in Parliament in December 1950: 2 

Our interest in the internal conditions of Nepal has become 
still more acute and personal, because of the developments 
across our borders, to be frank, especially those in China and 
Tibet. Besides our sympathetic interest in Nepal, we were also 
interested in die security of our own country. From time im- 
memorial the Himalayas have provided us with a magnificent* 
frontier. Of course, they are no longer as impassable as they 
used to be but are still fairly effective. The Himalayas lie mostly 
on the northern border of Nepal, We cannot allow that barrier 
to be penetrated because it is also the principal barrier to India. 
Therefore, much as we appreciate die independence of Nepal, 
we cannot allow anything to go wrong in Nepal or permit that 
barrier to be ciossed or weakened, because that would be a risk 
to our own security. 

Much the same type of concern applies to the security of 
other sections of the northeast frontier as well. In its use 
of security measures along its borders India has applied 
every' means that it had at hand from purely domestic 
measures and the strengthening of its protectorates over 
Sikkim and Bhutan to agreements with and advice to the 
buffer state of Nepal. Because this frontier area is little 
known to most American readers it may be helpful to indi- 
cate the action of the Indian government along this fron- 
tier, even though the information may be quite familiar 
to Indian readers. 

There arc first of all the measures taken within the juris- 
diction of the Indian government. Thus in the northeast 
frontier area within India the government has been build- 
ing roads and airstrips. Indian army detachments are on 
the alert, at various points. In 1953 a special section was 
established in the Ministry of External Affairs to extend 
political control over the wild border areas, often with the 
help of Indian army units. There has been vigorous action 
taken against rebellious tribesmen. In addition the Indian 

t Jarpahirial Nehru's Speeches, 1919-19} 3 (Delhi: Ministry of Informa- 
tion and Broadeauing, 1951), p, 170. 
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government has taken action to guard the border between 
Ladakh (Kashmir) and western Tibet while the govern- 
ment of Uttar Pradesh has, with the help of the federal 
government at New Delhi, established special constabulary 
forces to patrol and control the frontier in the Kurnaon 
area. Outside influence, as represented by foreign mission- 
aries, is under constant scrutiny. 

' In the case of Sikkim, which, like Bhutan, is regarded 
by the Indian government as within the country’s inter- 
national frontier, India, by a treaty concluded on Decem- 
ber 5, 1950, shortly after the invasion of Tibet by Chinese 
forces, acquired "the right to take such measures as it con- 
siders necessary for the defence of Sikkim or the security 
of India. . . (Article 3) including the right to station 
troops within Sikkim. India also received full control of 
Sikkim’s external relations "and the Government of Sikkim 
shall have no dealing with any foreign power” (Article 4). 
India’s control over defense and external relations was 
further buttressed by an exclusive right to construct, main- 
tain and regulate the transportation and communication 
facilities of the princely state. In return, the Maharaja of 
Sikkim was to receive an annual subsidy of 300,000 rupees 
(§63,000). By an earlier treaty signed on August 8, 1949, 
Bhutan too had ceded control of its external relations to 
India in return for an annual subsidy of 500,000 rupees 
($105,000). n Thus in India’s relations with both Sikkim 
and Bhutan the status of protected and protector inherited 
from the British was continued, but more clearly and 
sharply defined. 

With Nepal, India's relations are more complicated and 
delicate. A treaty which, like the Indo-Sikkim treaty, was 
signed in 1950 provides for consultations between India 
and Nepal in the event of an external threat to the inde- 
pendence or security of either of them. India’s keen inter- 
est in the development of democratic institutions in Nepal 
was shown clearly in 1950 by its policy toward the incidents 

s Indian Yearbook of International Affairs (University of Madras: 1955), 
v. 2, pp. 295-29G and 319-322. 
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that led to the overthrow of the feudal government con- 
trolled by the Rana family. Since tlten India’s interest has 
been evidenced by continuing advice as well as by the eco- 
nomic and military help India has given to the Nepali 
government. In political affairs Nepali politicians have 
frequently turned to the Indian representative for advice, 
but they have as frequently fulminated against him when 
the King of Nepal has sought his advice. In spite of press- 
ing needs at home Indian experts have been dispatched to 
Nepal to train an army and a civil sendee, to build schools 
where almost none existed before, and to build roads with 
the help of the Indian army. The financial efforts India is 
making in Nepal are shown by the fact that in 1954, India 
spent close to eighteen million dollars in that country for 
development purposes and that these expenditures have 
continued, India also plays an important role in the for- 
eign trade policy of Nepal. 

These facts will suffice to indicate the nature of the 
Indian goal in Nepal: to protect Indian security through 
the development of a government capable of performing 
needed services and of carrying out needed reforms, as 
well as one that will look to India for the protection it 
may need. Although India sponsored Nepal’s application 
for membership in the United Nations and encourages 
Nepali participation in international conferences, it is 
interesting to note that India has consistently favored the 
accreditation of "concurrent” representatives to Nepal 
who serve simultaneously in India and Nepal and make 
their homes in India. 

Many Americans consider Indian thinking on security 
matters to be sharply divided in several compartments. 
Where it is a matter of the security of India's borders, the 
Indian government has used all the means available, in- 
cluding military means, to ensure so far as its resources 
allowed that Indian peace and integrity should not be 
endangered by direct attack. These Indian efforts to keep 
out hostile influence from its border areas recall to Ameri- 
can eyes a familiar and logical pattern. ■ - 
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A critic of Indian policy might say that the pattern of 
Indian policy toward its protectorates and Nepal differs 
little from policies toward buffer states that India has 
severely criticized when other nations have been involved. 
He might add, however, that Indian effort in this area is 
designed to enhance the stability and security of India, to 
promote the maintenance of present balance in Asia and 
to prevent the growth of foreign influence in the areas 
along its borders. There would seem to be little doubt that 
in the interests of self-defense India is obligated to resist 
as strongly as possible any attempts by these states to move 
away from its influence. Within this context Chinese Com- 
munist efforts in 1956 to develop closer influence in Nepal 
through economic and Pancha Shil agreements as well as 
through other means can only be disturbing to polfcy- 
makers in New Delhi. 

To return briefly to Tibetan developments, they have 
had a certain significance in Indian-American relations. In 
Indian eyes the response of the Indian government demon- 
strated a readiness to move decisively when basic security 
interests were involved and to move by a combination of 
economic, political and military measures not unlike those 
adopted by the United States against somewhat similar 
threats to its security. To this extent Americans could see 
certain parallels in Indian and American policies. Amer- 
icans have at times been puzzled by the Indian reluctance 
to admit these parallels. Furthermore, Americans tend to 
wonder that this approach is not extended by India to a 
broader appreciation of the function of international posi- 
tions of strength as counters to evident Chinese Commu- 
nist expansionist tendencies. Indians on the other hand 
take pride in the fact that the Indian government has de- 
veloped its diplomatic ties with China, and presumably, 
its diplomatic influence in Peking, in a way that has not 
been possible for the United States in its relations with 
those countries from which it sees a threat to its security. 
In the American view, however, the effective value of that 
influence has not yet been put to a severe test. 
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Korea 

Developments in Tibet posed a threat of considerable 
magnitude to Indian security to which India responded 
with the countermeasures noted above. On the other hand 
the events of 1950 and after in Korea— which in American 
eyes in varying measure involved the security of Japan, of 
the Philippines and of the United States— were significant 
to Indians almost exclusively because they raised the spec- 
ter of a world war. Thus the American view that the North 
Korean aggression, if not repelled , posed an ultimate 
threat to all of Asia, and that it represented a chapter of a 
world-wide Communist plan of expansion, was not widely 
accepted in India. Yet because of its concern with prevent- 
ing the Korean conflict from spreading into world war 
India was far from being a mere spectator in the conflict. 
Indeed some of the key principles of Indian polity involv- 
ing the nature of the United Nations and of great power 
relations were put to the test as the war progressed. 

Before the North Korean attack in June 1950 the Indian 
government and Indian opinion had hardly been inter- 
ested in Korean matters except that the government had 
protested, as a member of die United Nations Commission 
in Korea, against the "power politics’” of both the Soviet 
Union and the United States, policies which in the Indian 
view kept the country from being unified. The United 
States had on the other hand found itself unexpectedly but 
closely involved in Korean affairs. Thus before the war's 
end the United States had advocated the formation of a 
united Korea under the temporary guidance of a four 
power trusteeship. At the end of the war it accepted— sup- 
posedly only for the purposes of receiving the Japanese 
surrender— what it thought was to be the temporary divi- 
sion of Korea at the 3§th parallel. American expecta- 
tions in 1945 and 1946 that the formation of a unified pro- 
visional government for all of Korea would proceed rapidly 
were frustrated by the Soviet determination to entrench a 
Communist regime north of the dividing line. After fail* 
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ing in its repeated efforts to negotiate a settlement bilater- 
ally with the Russians, the United States in 1947 placed the 
Korean matter before the United Nations, which recog- 
nized President Syngman Rhee's government. North Korea 
ignored all United Nations attempts at settling the coun- 
try's future on the basis of free elections and national unity. 

In spite of some fears in the United States and some 
United Nations warnings that attack from the north was 
in preparation, American assistance to South Korea was 
limited to some economic help and to the training of 
lightly armed local security units. By June 1949 the United 
States had withdrawn all military forces except for a train- 
ing mission. It refused President Rhee’s repeated requests 
for heavy weapons for fear that they might be used offen- 
sively. In January 1950, when Secretary of State Acheson 
defined the American "defense perimeter” in the Western 
Pacific, he did not include Korea in his listing of countries 
that the United States was committed to defend against 
Communist attack. 

When the North Korean forces launched their well pre- 
pared attack against South Korea on June 25, 1950, both 
India and the United States were greatly perturbed. Was 
Moscow behind the move? Would Korea become another 
Greece? Was the attack aimed at the elimination of Amer- 
ican influence from the Asian mainland or was it the first 
step in World War III? On American initiative the Se- 
curity Council was immediately called into session. Both 
India and the United States supported the Council reso- 
lutions of June 25 and 27, 1950, passed in the absence of 
the Soviet delegate. Since January the U.S.S.R. had boy- 
cotted the Council because of its failure to act favorably 
on the Soviet proposal to transfer China’s permanent seat 
to the Communist government. 

The resolution of June 25 declared die North Korean 
attack to be a breach of the peace and asked North Korea 
to cease hostilities immediately and withdraw its forces 
north of die 38th parallel. The resolution also directed 
the United Nations Commission in Korea to report on 
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the im piemen hit ion of the resolution and called on all 
United Nations members “to render ever)’ assistance to 
the United Nations in the execution of this resolution and 
to refrain from giving assistance to the North Korean 
forces.” On the same evening, in response to President 
Rhee’s urgent appeals and consonant with the Council 
resolution. President Truman arranged to give military 
supplies and help to South Korea under the Mutual De* 
feuse Assistance program. On the next day the United 
Nations Commission reported to the Secretary-General 
that the advance of the North Koreans was so rapid that 
the operation might end in a few days, rendering the ques- 
tion of a cease-fire and the withdrawal of North Korean 
troops “academic.” By noon of June 27 the American gov- 
ernment ordered American air and sea units to “give the 
Korean Government troops cover and support” while the 
Seventh Fleet was instructed to proceed to the Formosa 
Strait in order to prevent the conflict from spreading to 
that area and to keep the rival Chinese forces from attack- 
ing each other. 

Later on that same day the Security Council passed a 
resolution sponsored by the United States requesting that 
“the members of the United Nations furnish such assist- 
ance to the Republic of Korea as may be necessary to repel 
the armed attack and to restore international peace and 
security in the area.” In a precedent-making derision the 
United States committed forces to fight under United Na- 
tions command in order to prevent the aggression from 
succeeding by default. It was a difficult time for American 
policy-makers. They knew that the North Korean attack 
could be stopped only if the United States chose to use 
those of its own forces present in or near Japan and chose 
to do so quickly. They knew from bitter experience that 
United Nations directives would by themselves mean noth- 
ing to the North Koreans who had disregarded them re- 
peatedly and deliberately and that therefore these direc- 
tives would have to be backed by the United States with 
American lives until other members of the United Nations 
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could bring up elements o£ their armed forces from far-off 
places. It was therefore up to the United States to take or 
not take the quick action that alone could prevent the 
North Korean attack from becoming a complete triumph 
for aggression. 

Although the Indian representative on the Security 
Council voted for the two basic resolutions, India dis- 
trusted the implications of the use of armed forces by the 
United Nations, as these resolutions had of course not had 
the support of the Soviet Union or Communist China. 
India also feared that the mounting of a campaign against 
the North Korean aggression might touch off a major war. 
The Indian government believed that the proper function 
of the United Nations was to offer conciliation and medi- 
ation rather than to organize the enforcement of its direc- 
tives, unless the enforcement measures had the support of 
all the major powers. For this same reason the Indian gov- 
ernment did not support American-sponsored efforts to 
give the General Assembly a degree of jurisdiction over 
matters of peace and security such as the Korean conflict, 
so that it could act in the event of the Security Council 
being paralyzed through conflict among its permanent 
members. 

To the United States organized international armed re- 
sistance seemed the only way left to stop the aggressor and 
demonstrate that aggression does not pay. The Indians 
feared the implications of this approach. They emphasized 
instead an appeal for the restoration of peace through ne- 
gotiation and mediation for which purpose, by implica- 
tion, Prime Minister Nehru had offered India’s good offices 
early in July. India again urged the seating of Communist 
China in the United Nations on the ground that no stable 
solution of the Korean question by the United Nations 
was possible unless the United Nations secured the sup 
port of the Chinese Communist government. India did 
not join the United Nations armed action partly because 
of domestic security and economic considerations and 
partly because of its desire to keep itself free to act as a 
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mediator between the two sides. As a token of sympathy 
for the South Korean people, it sent an ambulance unit. 

Tliis Indian approach created a good deal of ixTitation 
in the United States, where it was regarded as unrealistic 
and ineffectual and criticized as undermining effective 
United Nations action. As a result, India at me to be widely 
regarded in die United States as "neutral on the Com- 
munist side.” To Americans it seemed inconsistent for 
India to oppose aggression, to advocate compromise with 
the aggressor and to criticize those countries that were 
making great sacrifices to prove that aggression should not 
be rewarded at the expense of those attacked. 

As the United Nations forces threw back die North 
Koreans and approached the 38di parallel, the question 
arose as to whether the fighting should stop at this line or 
whether die counteroffensive should be carried into Nordi 
Korea in order to force the aggressor to cease fighting and 
come to an agreement. Most South Koreans and many 
Americans believed that the war begun by die North 
should end in uniting the two halves of Korea, in ac- 
cordance with the United Nations resolutions of 1947, 
1948 and 1949. India opposed tltis action, pointing out 
that the original resolution of June 1950 had called only 
for repelling the aggressor from South Korea. It also 
warned the United Nadons and the United States that the 
Indian ambassador in Peking had been informed by die 
Chinese Communist government that the approach of die 
United Nations forces, composed largely of American 
troops, toward the Yalu river was considered by the Chi- 
nese as a threat to their security and would be opposed. 

The American view was that, if the North Korean army 
could enjoy an unmolested sanctuary north of the 38th 
parallel, it could rebuild its forces at leisure, refuse to ac- 
cept any political settlement and at a time of its own 
choosing renew its attack on South Korea. The United 
States delegation pointed out that the final goal of the 
United Nations was to establish a "unified. Independent 
and democratic government in die sovereign state of 
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Korea,” and that the barrier to the accomplishment of this 
goal was the action of the Communist-backed North 
Korean regime which had for five years rejected all United 
Nations proposals for unifying the country and had re- 
cently committed a deliberate aggression. Most Americans 
did not believe that an attempt to secure a unified Korea 
by the action of the United Nations constituted a threat 
to any country, including Communist China. 

Nevertheless, Chinese “volunteers” entered Korea on 
November 5 and the danger of the war spreading became 
suddenly very acute. As the United Nations troops reeled 
back toward the southern tip of Korea under the massive 
attack of fresh and well-equipped Chinese Communist 
forces, it appeared for the second time as if the Communist 
powers were on the verge of conquering all of South Korea 
in defiance of the United Nations. As the dimensions of the 
Chinese Communist drive became clear, the increasing de- 
mand in the American press and Congress for the use of 
atomic weapons to stop them and to rescue the United 
Nations forces greatly alarmed India as well as Great 
Britain and France, and Prime Minister Attlee flew to 
Washington on December 3 to confer with President Tru- 
man. Their joint statement, which invited China to 
negotiate for a Korean settlement, was interpreted as a de- 
cision to seek a settlement through negotiation and to re- 
frain from using atomic weapons for fear of bringing Rus- 
sia into the war. On December 5, the Asian-Arab "neutral” 
group in the United Nations, including India, issued an 
appeal of its own to China to halt its advance at the 38th 
parallel and to begin peace negotiations. Nine days later 
the General Assembly accepted a resolution initiated by 
the same Asian-Arab group urging the opening of nego- 
tiations for a cease-fire in Korea. This proposal as well as 
a second cease-fire appeal, adopted on January 13, 1951, 
were rejected by the Communist Chinese government, 
whose forces were still advancing. The American delega- 
tion now insisted that the United Nations condemn the 
Chinese aggression. India opposed tins resolution. It argued 
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that the Chinese Communist government had warned the 
United Nations forces not to advance toward its Korean 
frontier, a warning which tire United Nations command 
had not heeded. Therefore the Chinese action should not 
he described as an act of aggression. However, the United 
Nations General Assembly by a vote of 44 to 7 with 9 
abstentions adopted die American-sponsored resolution 
censuring Chinese aggression. India voted with the Soviet 
bloc against this resolution. 

Throughout 1951, in spite of rebuffs from China and 
the Soviet Union, the Indian government— together with 
other Asian nations and on occasion with representatives 
of the "Western nations— continued to work for a negotiated 
settlement between the United Nations and the Chinese 
Communists. Continuing to insist on the necessity for ad- 
mitting Communist China to the United Nations, the In- 
dian government welcomed the truce talks that began in 
July 1951, and in late 1952 made a major effort at media- 
tion by seeking to break the deadlock which had arisen 
over the post-armistice exchange of prisoners of war. Mean- 
while, as the conflict dragged on during 1951, a “Great De- 
bate” took place in the United States. On one side were 
those who felt that the fighting should be carried into 
China in order to cut off the channels by which massive 
supplies and fresh divisions were moved into North Korea 
and to interdict the use of Manchurian airfields by the Chi- 
nese as a privileged sanctuary. On the other side were those 
who felt that such action would contain the gravest danger 
of touching off a world war, that at the least it would com- 
mit the United States to a struggle of unknown duration 
to overthrow' the Chinese Communist, government, and 
that by committing available American forces in Asia it 
would give the Soviet Union an unparalleled opportunity 
to expand. In addition it was clear that the military effort 
in Korea, if expanded to Chinese territory, would no 
longer receive the wide moral support of the United Na- 
tions or the manpower support of the United Nations 
members which had provided contingents for backing 



124 


India and America 


United Nations actions against the aggressors. While the 
controversy was going on in the United States every Ameri- 
can reaction to United Nations peace proposals was con- 
ditioned by these wide-ranging arguments and by strong 
resentment over the role of Communist China in prolong- 
ing the fighting in defiance of the United Nations. 

The basic purpose of the United States continued how- 
ever to be the achievement of an acceptable peace, one that 
by not rewarding the aggressor would help to deter later 
aggressions elsewhere. 'When tire Soviet government indi- 
cated in June 1951 that the Chinese Communists were 
at last trilling to accept some sort of compromise, instead 
of seeking to drive the United Nations forces into the sea, 
the United States was glad to take advantage of this shift 
and entered into negotiations. As far as Indian-American 
relations were concerned, the long drawn-out armistice 
negotiations revealed two issues on which India and the 
United States took opposing stands: the scope and make- 
up of the proposed political conference and the conditions 
of the repatriation of prisoners of war. While the United 
States held out for a conference on the Korean settlement 
to be attended by the nations that had borne the fighting, 
India argued that Korea was only one among many issues 
in the Far East and that chances of a settlement in that 
area would be enhanced if other interested but nonbel- 
ligerent Asian countries also took part. Since, as it turned 
out, the political conference was never held, irritation over 
this difference was short-lived. On the question of repatri- 
ation, Indian government and public opinion was at first 
inclined to give credence to the Chinese assertion that 
many tens of thousands of Chinese and North Korean 
prisoners were refusing to be repatriated because they had 
been subjected to "intimidation and pressure.” India re- 
garded American and South Korean estimates of the pris- 
oners’ temper as less than disinterested. When the dead- 
lock over repatriation delayed the cease-fire, India offered 
a plan which the United Nations adopted in December 
1952 and the Chinese accepted four months later by which 
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the issue was to he resolved after the cease-fire, However, 
the later experience of an Indian representative as the 
Chairman of the live-power Neutral Nations Repatriation 
Commission which had custody of the prisoners and super- 
vised their interrogation, brought home to some Indian 
leaders and to a section of public opinion the persistently 
dilatory and obstructive tactics of the Communists at Pan- 
munjom and led to an acceptance of the fact that tens of 
thousands of Chinese and North Koreans were actually 
unwilling to return to their Communist-ruled homelands. 

Taken as a whole, the Korean war experience without 
question somewhat estranged India and the United States. 
Indian opposition to the American course in Korea reached 
its peak at the northward crossing of the 38th parallel, but 
■was a continuing feature of Indian policy from 1950 to 
1953, just as American criticism of India continued strong 
through that period. 

Both Americans and Indians wanted peace but they dif- 
fered over the best way to secure it. Their short-term goals 
were far apart. India pressed steadily for an immediate, 
compromise peace to reduce the threat of a bigger war 
spreading across East Asia, whereas die United States, de- 
siring to avert a new world war, strove for a settlement 
that would discourage Communist aggression anywhere. 
Indian and American estimates of Communist China’s role 
dashed. To the United States it was an aggressive and ob- 
durate regime persistently acting against the United 
Nations. Most Indians believed that the Chinese Commu- 
nists were basically committed to peaceful domestic devel- 
opment and had been drawn against their will into the 
Korean war to protect vital interests. 

The means which each nation had available also dif- 
fered. India had important influence and contacts for ne- 
gotiation between the belligerents in Korea as the only 
major Asian rton-Comnumist and nonbelligerent country 
which maintained active diplomatic relations with Peking. 
India had no military capacities that could affect the actual 
lighting significantly, whereas American forces supplied 
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the major and essential factor of power in the effort to 
resist aggression. It is not surprising that their perspec- 
tives on Korea differed radically and that relations be- 
tween India and Communist China tended to improve 
•when American opposition to Communist China hardened. 
As the war came to an end, however, India and America 
drew a little closer again. India’s firmly fair conduct of 
the interrogation of war prisoners gained American re- 
spect while the experience gave Indian leaders a more inti- 
mate view of Chinese Communist actions. 


Southeast Asia 

In Southeast Asia, as in so many areas of interest to both 
nations, India and the United States have pursued the 
same basic goals: genuine independence and genuine 
peace, together with a healthy economic and social devel- 
opment. But in matters of concrete action the two govern- 
ments have as often as not failed to see eye to eye and have 
in fact often pursued contrary and even contradictory poli- 
cies. For India the future of Southeast Asia is of vital im- 
portance. It is also an area susceptible to the application 
of major Indian tenets of peace and war. In Indian eyes 
the theme of Asian resurgence— including Chinese Com- 
munist resurgence— continues to dominate India’s attitude 
toward Southeast Asia. On the other hand the United 
States emphasis has since 1950 been placed on the danger 
inherent in the growth of Communist pressure on South- 
east Asian nations. American policy has sought to deal 
with this pressure through a combination of political, eco- 
nomic and military measures. This difference in focus has 
created much tension in Indian-American relations, a ten- 
sion that has sometimes been unduly compounded by lack 
of information and by misunderstanding. A prime example 
has been policy differences over Indochina. 

From 1945 on, Indian opinion was at all times highly 
critical of French government attempts to reinstate au- 
thority over Indochina and to split the ranks of the na- 
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tionalists. But the Indian government refused to recog- 
nize either Bao Dai or Ho Chi Minh, although most In* 
dians regarded the Communist leader as a more sincere 
spokesman for nationalist aspirations. The French attempts 
also failed to win much American support, although the 
American attitude was tempered by a reluctance to inter- 
fere in the conflict to a point that might undermine the 
vulnerable and crucial position of France in Europe. Even 
though many Americans were skeptical of the ability or 
willingness of the French to establish effective cooperation 
with the nationalist forces in Indochina, Washington chan- 
neled its military' and economic aid through the French 
government until mid- J 954, when France itself recognized 
the independence of Viet Nam, Laos and Cambodia. From 
1950 on, the United States provided much of the supplies 
and other aid to Indochina. When, with the end of the 
lighting in Korea, Chinese Communist military supplies 
and support began to flow' in increased amounts to Indo- 
china, the United States also stepped up its aid to tire 
French, although at the same time it continued to urge 
them to take a number of steps to strengthen the position 
of the nationalists. This American policy lent itself to 
criticism by both sides. In particular, many newspapers 
and groups in France attacked the United States loudly 
for allegedly "conspiring" to destroy the French position 
in Indochina. 

Meanwhile, the situation in Indochina deteriorated. By 
1954 it was clear that the Bao Dai regime had proved in- 
effective. A new regime under Premier Ngo Dinh Diem 
was just beginning to take its first steps in the southern 
half of Viet Nam. Fighting had broken out in hitherto 
peaceful Cambodia. In Laos the Communist-dominated 
Pathet Lao forces were challenging the established govern- 
ment. And the Communist forces in the north, strength- 
ened by the considerable training and equipment received 
from Communist Chinese sources, had captured the French 
forces at Dien Bien Phu, where, the French had announced, 
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they would make their last military effort to defend Indo- 
china. 

As the military situation of the French went from bad 
to worse, Indian diplomats sought to convince all con- 
cerned of the wisdom of settling the crisis by conference 
and with the participation of Communist China. Such a 
conference was finally fixed for April 25, 1954, at Geneva. 
On the eve of the conference the French in a desperate bid 
asked Britain and the United States for air cover over 
Dien Bien Phu, or— in other words— to enter the war. The 
request was rejected. The British government preferred 
to see whether the Geneva conference might provide a 
solution; the American government felt that a last minute 
and limited intervention would not save the desperate 
French position, in view of their failure since 1945 to 
work out a basis of genuine cooperation with the national- 
ists. 

By the agreements at Geneva, in which Indian diplo- 
mats played an important though unofficial role, France 
undertook to withdraw its troops from Indochina and 
recognized the independent status of Cambodia, Laos and 
Viet Nam; Viet Nam was however left divided at the 17th 
parallel. American opinion was not sanguine that the 
agreements had laid the basis for a lasting peace and 
neither South Viet Nam nor the United States govern- 
ment signed them. India welcomed the agreements be- 
cause they achieved the withdrawal of imperial forces from 
a section of Asia, achieved international recognition of 
the independence of several Asian states, and could bring 
peace to an area that had been tom by fighting for nine 
years. 

Thereafter, with the French no longer dominant in 
Indochina, two main questions concerning Indochina have 
continued to affect the development of Indian-Amcrican 
relations: future relations between the tiro rival govern- 
ments of North and South Viet Nam, and reactions to the 
increased Communist influence. Although India refused 
to recognize either Ho Chi Minh or Diem, its sympathies 
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as evidenced through diplomatic and newspaper comment 
for long seemed to lie with Ho, whom it has regarded as 
representing indigenous nationalism rather than "fulfilling 
the ambitions of international communism. The United 
States on the other hand has at Diem's request given his 
government considerable military and economic help in 
order to strengthen tire government of South Viet Nam 
against the possibility of attack from the north and to 
build up its administration and economy. The United 
States has also supported Diem in his refusal to join with 
North Viet Nam in holding elections in both halves of the 
country for the purpose of creating a single unified gov* 
ernment. South Viet Nam maintains that there can be no 
genuinely free election in Communist-ruled North Viet 
Nam. The Indian government on the other hand has re- 
peatedly stated its conviction that the election should be 
held in both halves of the country. 

India and the United States also seem to disagree over 
the dangers of a further extension of Communist rule to 
South Viet Nam, Laos and Cambodia. As early as March 
29, 1954, Secretary of State Dulles 4 wanted that 

The propagandists of Red China and Russia make it apparent 
that the purpose is to dominate all of Southeast Asia. Southeast 
Asia is the so-called "rice bowl” which helps to feed die densely 
populated region that extends from India to Japan. . . . The 
area has great strategic value. . , . Communist control of South- 
east Asia would carry a grave dtreat to the Philippines, Aus- 
tralia, and New Zealand. . . . The entire Western Pacific area . . . 
would be strategically endangered. . . . The United States feels 
that that possibility should not be passively accepted but should 
be met with united action. 

India on the other hand has based its policy on the agree- 
ments reached at Geneva and has devoted its efforts to 
keeping them in effect on the assumption that this ap- 
proach offers the best possibility of preserving peace or at 
least preventing the outbreak of open military conflict. 

Although India has declined to commit its forces to the 

* Drpmrr.aU of Stair ttutlctin, v. SO (April 12, 1931), pp. 539-510, 
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defense of Southeast Asia in die military sphere, it has 
been willing to help in the onerous tasks of settling vari- 
ous issues once the fighting has stopped. As in Korea, diis 
was true in Indochina where India has borne die heavy 
responsibility of chairing the International Commissions 
for Supervision and Control for Viet Nam, Laos and Cam- 
bodia. Faced with extremely difficult tasks involving refu- 
gees, military' materiel, preparations for general elections 
in Viet Nam, as well as other tangled issues in Laos and 
Cambodia, the Commissions were limited by die Geneva 
agreements to functions of supervision, investigadon and 
recommendauon. They were dependent on local authori- 
ties— including Communist authorides— for die preserva- 
don of order and the opportunity to execute their duties. 
In addition, the membership of the Commissions was 
bound to increase the difficulties they would have in try- 
ing to act effectively. The Canadian and Polish members 
held irreconcilable views on many issues and it fell to the 
Indian chairmen to attempt to strike a balance between 
them. This they did fairly successfully, always widi the 
basic goal in mind of preventing any breakdown of the 
Commissions. Inevitably there was much that the Com- 
missions could not see or could not deal with, and their 
reports evoked severe cridcism in some quarters. Both Ho 
and Diem refused to cooperate in carrying out Uiose de- 
cisions that ran counter to their views. Given its support 
for the government of South Viet Nam and its own refusal 
to sign the Genera agreements, the United States has 
viewed Diem’s protests with more sympadiy dian the In- 
dians could. With the passage of time, however, at least 
some segments of Indian opinion appear to hold a more 
favorable impression of Diem and he is no longer so con- 
sistently regarded as nodiing but an "American tool.” 

Within the wider context of Southeast Asia similar dif- 
ferences in emphasis have gradually brought India and the 
United States to adopt contrasting positions on how best 
to protect the independence and peace of the peoples of 
the area. Both recognize the deep roots of instability in 
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Southeast Asia: the variety of separate cultures, the under- 
developed economies, the lingering aftereffects of colonial 
domination, and the presence of some twelve million Over- 
seas Chinese whose allegiance is the object of a three-cor- 
nered rivalry between the countries where they reside and 
tire Nationalist and Communist Chinese regimes, both of 
which claim them as Chinese citizens on the basis of jus 
sanguinis. 

Indians and Americans have also been aware that ex- 
ternally inspired pressures have complicated the domestic 
difficulties of Southeast Asian countries. Guerrilla move- 
ments led by Communists have at various times sought to 
overthrow tire governments of Burma, Indonesia and the 
Philippines, In 1956 Communists also showed their ca- 
pacity, in Burma and Indonesia, to increase their strength 
through the use of parliamentary institutions. In Burma 
there has been much alarm over the incursion of Chinese 
Communist troops across ill-defined frontiers, and the 
Thai government too has been exercised over Chinese 
Communist ambitions, expressed in the formation of a 
“Free Thai” government on the territory of Communist 
China. The long continuing guerrilla warfare in Malaya 
cannot be entirely dissociated from its Chinese Communist 
backing. Indonesia has tried but unsuccessfully to reach 
agreement with Peking over the ambiguous status of Over- 
seas Chinese in Indonesia, Naturally, the newly-independ- 
ent governments of Southeast Asia arc fearful of the grow- 
ing strength of Communist China and of some of its poli- 
cies. At the Bandung Conference of 1955 and since, .the 
Chinese Communist leaders have sought to weaken these 
fears through reiterating their peaceful purposes and offer- 
ing support against. "Western imperialism/' However, the 
fears are far from having been put at rest, India and the 
United Slates have had to consider how they could be most 
helpful to the Southeast Asian peoples in this situation as 
well as how they could best protect their own national in- 
terests in maintaining peace within this larger area, 

. - Indian and American capacities to assist the independ* 
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ent national regimes of Southeast Asia differ markedly. 
Both recognize that Southeast Asian countries need sub- 
stantial economic assistance. India, though itself hard- 
pressed, has made certain contributions in aid. Thus it 
has coupled its aid program to Nepal with a loan to Burma 
and has canceled the debt arising out of Burma’s separa- 
tion from India in 1937. Aunerican economic and techni- 
cal assistance programs of a major character are function- 
ing in the area, through the Colombo Plan and through 
direct agreement with the governments of the Philippines, 
Indonesia, Thailand, Laos, Cambodia, South Viet Nam 
and, recently again, in Burma. Some informed Indian 
opinion is aware of these American efforts and their con- 
structive goals, though misinformation and prejudice on 
this subject are still widespread. 

In major policy terms, India has two instruments in 
Southeast Asia. It regularly seeks to concert its policies 
with those of other nations, both through bilateral diplo- 
macy and through the workings of the Colombo and Asian- 
African groups. In spite of the many differences that di- 
vide, say, Pakistan and Ceylon from India, these efforts 
have great value, particularly in United Nations bodies. 
But India's main instrument is the concept of Pancha Shil, 
considered the best assurance against aggression, infiltra- 
tion or subversion. India has signed a network of Pancha 
Shil agreements—' with China, Indonesia, Ceylon and Cam- 
bodia as well as Egypt, Saudi Arabia, the Soviet Union 
and others. In the prevailing Indian view, the Pancha ShH 
approach is both morally and practically the best path to 
peace. It is felt to combine the most idealistic ingredients 
of Western thinking on the conduct of civilized nations 
with the highest principles of Indian thought. The moral 
opprobrium that would attach to any nation violating the 
Pancha Shil pledges is regarded as strong enough to save 
smaller nations from the constant threat of conquest or 
war and therefore to relax tensions that would otherwise 
feed on diemselves. Also, because only the great powers 
have the military capacity required to oppose major ag- 
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gression, the Pancha Shil are seen as the only assurance on 
which weaker nations can rely without becoming “en- 
tangled’' with a great power or being involved in the "cold 
war/’ Under Gandhi’s leadership India experienced the 
power of moral force in its struggle for independence. 
Transferring this experience to a wider scene, many In- 
dians agree with Prime Minister Nehru that “it is a choice 
between the Pancha Shil and the H-Bomb.” Furthermore, 
by the Pancha Shil and by its friendly policy toward China 
at the Bandung Conference and elsewhere, the Indian gov- 
ernment has hoped not only to bring about a wholesome 
relaxation of: tensions in general but also to erect policy 
barriers, that would guard against possible Chinese “nib- 
bling excursions" along its ill-defined borders as well as 
against political adventures outside of China. In other 
words, through the Pancha Shil the Indian government has 
hoped to help preserve the independence and peace of 
areas around China by creating an aroused public opinion 
whose alienation the Chinese Communist regime would 
not care to risk. This policy fits well with general Indian 
concepts of the manner in which international affairs 
should be conducted and it also does not call for the ex- 
penditure of men, money and materials that India does 
not wish to spare from its internal development plans. 

Most Americans are skeptical of the effectiveness of dec- 
larations such as the Pancha Shil in deterring aggression, 
infiltration or subversion. They cite the Burmese border 
-difficulties'; with Communist China, the sad fate of the 
Kcllogg-Briand Pact of 1929, and the failure of the Yalta 
and Potsdam agreements to assure the independence of East 
?-;EuropeanV<:duhtnes . and ' of Korea. Some Americans assert 
that the Indian government is able to make the Pancha Shil 
;• a /pillar of policy";, because other countries are simultane- 
ously /providing a military deterrent against Communist 
expansion. In-SoiidiNist Asia as elsewhere postwar -experi* 
crices have iiripr-essed on Americans the conviction that an 
essential deterrciitVto Aggression,' infiltration -and subver- 
: sion is die ' advance' deinpnsnarion-tliat: they will not pay 
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because they will not be allowed to succeed. The debacle 
in Indochina in 1954 convinced the American government 
of the seriousness of the Communist threat in Southeast 
Asia, and led it to found the Southeast Asia Treaty Organ- 
ization in September of 1954, together with the Philip- 
pines, Thailand, Australia and New Zealand, Pakistan, 
Britain and France. Together with the Australian-New 
Zealand-United States pact and the American bilateral 
mutual defense agreements with the Philippines, Formosa, 
South Korea and Japan, SEATO was intended to serve 
notice on Communist China that aggression in Southeast 
Asia would be strongly and collectively opposed. Concur- 
rently the SEATO signatories also adopted a Pacific Char- 
ter proclaiming anew their devotion to equal rights and 
self-determination; to the orderly development of self- 
government; to cooperation in economic, social and cul- 
tural fields; and to the prevention of any attempt to sub- 
vert the freedom, sovereignty or territorial integrity of 
the countries in the treaty area. 

If there are reasons to be skeptical of the Pancha Shil 
approach, many feel that SEATO is also inadequate. Some 
would call it harmful. The Indian government and much 
of Indian private opinion have in very strong terms de- 
cried SEATO as a dangerous development, one which 
brings Western powers back into a region that has only 
recently thrown off Western domination, increases ten- 
sions in the area by stimulating China to take counter- 
measures, drains into military channels the resources that 
are badly needed for economic and social development, 
and encourages regional rivalries and animosities. Some 
also doubt that SEATO is an effective deterrent to aggres- 
sion because it calls for consultation rather than for auto- 
matic retaliation in the event of trouble. Others are 
bothered by the fact that the membership of the organiza- 
tion does not include several of the most important coun- 
tries of Southeast Asia. 

So long as India continues to criticize the American 
policy in Southeast Asia as increasing the danger of scar. 
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and Americans continue to dismiss the Pancha Skil as at 
best impractical, a common approach to the region can 
hardly be expected. The existence of two somewhat com- 
petitive linkages, SEATO and the Pancha Shil group, is 
not very satisfactory. And yet, emotions apart, the two 
approaches do not necessarily work at cross purposes. Many 
nations in both groups have the same purpose: the free- 
dom and security of Southeast Asia. The division between 
the two does not extend to all their activities; members of 
both groupings work together in such cooperative under- 
takings as the Colombo Plan and the Economic Commis- 
sion for Asia and the Far East, as well as on many issues 
that come before the United Nations. With this common 
goal and with growing conviction in one another’s good 
faith, India and the United States may be able in tire 
future to consult more fully and fruitfully on Southeast 
Asian problems, even if their differences over the role of 
China and the aims of communism continue. 


A Look Ahead 

The widely separated perspectives from which India 
and the United States approach the "China Question” 
have led them to adopt conflicting positions on two major 
issues: tltc status to be accorded Communist China and 
the international security measures to be promoted in the 
vicinity of China. India actively seeks China’s friendship 
for several cogent reasons. China is a large neighbor whose 
current development is a symbol of renascent Asia, It is 
also a major military power pursuing economic, social and 
political goals that arc fundamentally competitive with 
those of India. If India did not pursue a policy of friend- 
ship with China, many Indians feel, it would find it harder 
to retain its posture of nonalignment with any grouping 
of major powers. More important, the country would then 
be saddlexl with defense commitments far more extensive 
than the present security arrangements along its northern 
frontier and in Nepal. Any such commitments could sen- 
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ously impede India's economic development plans on 
which depends its own ultimate stability. Thus it appears 
likely that India will continue to emphasize friendly diplo- 
macy in the face of indirect or veiled Chinese expansion. 
It appears unlikely that India will materially change its 
posture toward Communist China except in the face of 
direct provocation. 

Very different considerations— attachment to the Chi- 
nese Nationalist government, die Korean war experience, 
suspicion of a Sino-Soviet axis with aggressive ambitions— 
determine American policy in Southeast Asia and toward 
China. It would seem that only a change in the Far Eastern 
situation, in Soviet-American relations or in United States 
relations with its allies could lead to any fundamental 
shift in United States policy toward China and Southeast 
Asia. But while India and the United States apparently 
must agree to differ at least for a time, it is significant diat 
some of their specific actions have not been alien to the 
other in some important respects. Thus for example when 
India regarded its security challenged by China’s strength- 
ened grip over Tibet, it pursued in Nepal a combination 
of economic, political and military measures paralleling 
measures adopted by die United States in some areas where 
it has perceived security direats to itself. If, as this suggests, 
one difference between India and the United States lies in 
divergent judgments of what direatens both them and in- 
ternational peace, further experience of Chinese policies 
may bring their assessments into fuller concordance and 
thus draw them closer to each other. 



Chapter 6 


ECONOMIC PROBLEMS IN INDIAN- 
AMERICAN RELATIONS 


The: economic problems that figure most prominently in 
Indian-Amcrican relations are those connected with the 
opportunities and limitations of foreign aid programs in 
general, and with Indian efforts and development in par- 
ticular. They are basically concerned with the extent to 
which and the manner in which American capital— whether 
private or governmental— is to participate in this develop- 
ment. 

There arc also, of course, trade problems, always com- 
plicated and difficult enough. Both India and the United 
States trade more with third countries than with each 
other. The trade between them has grown since Indian 
independence, but its expansion is handicapped by many 
factors. Although it has been able to draw on the pooled 
dollar earnings of the sterling area, India has suffered from 
a dollar shortage that inhibits imports from the United 
States. Increasing domestic demand coupled with prob- 
lems of production and transportation limit the volume 
of goods India can export. Additional handicaps, such as 
limited commercial contacts, restrict the amount of Indian 
exports that can be placed on the American market. The 
long-standing commercial and financial ties of Indians 
with the sterling area play a considerable role in India’s 
foreign trade. Thus, even under the best of circumstances 
Indian-American trade is likely to increase slowly. The 

07 
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increase may bring with it new problems as well as new 
benefits. But at present trade problems are not sufficient 
to explain the urgency and political fervor with which 
economic relations between die two countries are discussed 
in popular forums and government circles. Perhaps in part 
this urgency and fervor are due to the fact that the gen- 
eral and often vaguely felt differences on political and 
other matters find a concrete focus in the discussion of 
economic matters and the implementation of economic 
policy. 

The stake that India has in the success of its develop- 
ment plans is obvious. It does not need to be elaborated 
here except to point out that in die pursuit of their goals 
Indian leaders have reluctantly come to the conclusion 
that because development requires more imports than they 
can currently pay for, large-scale foreign help— though 
marginal to die total effort— is nevertheless of crucial im- 
portance and should be encouraged. It should be encour- 
aged whether it comes in the form of government aid or 
of private investment, provided it is willing to stay within 
the framework of Indian planning. It should also be en- 
couraged— and this ries in with the Indian world outlook— 
from whatever nation may offer it; in this respect as in so 
many others, no official distinction is made between Com- 
munist and other states. 

The reluctance with which Indian leaders and opinion 
alike have reached these conclusions has been concentrated 
largely on a lingering suspicion of Western “economic 
domination,” of political “strings” attached to such par- 
ticipation, a fear diat acceptance of large-scale help may 
curtail Indian independence, a fear lest such help become 
a “crutch” on which the Indian people will come to rely 
as a substitute for their own effort, as well as a fear that 
acceptance of such help from the West will lessen the 
force of India’s voice in international affairs. Nevertheless, 
Indian experience with Western participation in its de- 
velopment plans has on the whole been good and these 
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fears and suspicions may be considered background factors 
rather than matters for present consideration. 

The American interest in the success of Indian develop- 
ment plans is difficult to express in any single formula. It 
will help to set the matter in perspective to remember that 
many of the problems and much of the reasoning concern- 
ing India are part of the broader issues facing the United 
States as it attempts to deal with the need for help to less 
developed areas all over the world. Just how much aid 
should be given, and for what reasons, are matters which 
have been under active study by the government and which 
have drawn heated debate in the Congress and by the pub- 
lic. Obviously, no nation will continue indefinitely to 
offer help unless it feels that its national interests will be 
served thereby; this is as true of India in its help to Nepal 
and to Burma as it is of the United States in its help to 
India. 

There is thus a definite correlation between the attitude 
of Americans toward help to India and their estimates of 
the effect on American national interests of India’s na- 
tional and international policies. Those who feel that the 
Indian policy of nonalignment is in practice an aid to the 
Communist nations are likely to oppose any increase in 
help to India or indeed any help to India at all. There 
are a number of variations on this theme but this is what 
it comes to basically. There is on the other hand much 
opinion in favor of help to India which emphasizes the 
American national interest in the existence of an inde- 
pendent and democratic India and which holds India to 
be the strongest supporter oE democracy among Asian na- 
tions. In this view a specific political or diplomatic stance 
taken by India’s leaders is of comparatively little impor- 
tance so long as the domestic development of India pro- 
ceeds along democratic lines while in foreign affairs the 
nation remains genuinely independent. 

Two basic aims seem to guide those Americans who 
favor continued or increased American help to India. 
There is first of all the desire-extending back to the early 
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war years and antedating the emergence of the Communist 
threat— to see the healthy development of the so-called 
underdeveloped areas in the hope that this will add to the 
economic and political health and stability of the world 
and thus also to the health and stability of the United 
States. This desire is reinforced by the conviction that the 
frustration of the “revolution of rising expectations” can 
lead only to upheaval, instability and other undesirable re- 
sults. Those who hold this view feel therefore that the 
need to aid economic development exists apart from the 
Communist threat and would have under any circum- 
stances demanded the attention of the United States in its 
own self-interest. 

Adding an urgency and acuteness to this understanding 
has been the emergence of the Communist threat. That a 
large number of Americans have come to feel the need for 
foreign aid, particularly to Asia, as a result of this multi- 
pronged danger cannot be denied. Furthermore, this dan- 
ger has in large part determined the form and amounts of 
aid and has in most instances led to the weighing of aid 
to a specific country both against the Communist pres- 
sures bearing upon it and against its anti-Communist rec- 
ord. It is those countries that have been fighting acute mil- 
itary threats that have called forth the largest and most 
dramatic American aid efforts. Thus, South Korea, For- 
mosa and South Viet Nam are the Asian countries that 
have received the most concentrated aid for the simple rea- 
son that they have been and arc in mortal danger. Further- 
more, since much so-called military aid is in reality also 
economic aid, American thinking has not made as much of 
a distinction between the two as have Indian critics. 

To many Indians this approach to distribution of aid 
has seemed distasteful and short-sighted, mainly on the 
ground that aid given in advance of crisis to areas with po- 
tentially critical problems could achieve so much more 
and at less cost to the people involved. Although many 
Americans would agree in principle with this position, they 
would also feel that— given the course of events in Asia 
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since 1950—critical situations have again and again con- 
fronted American policy with critical decisions. At least in 
both South Korea and South Viet Nam this responsibility 
of decision was accepted, even though perhaps it could 
have been accepted at an earlier and less dangerous stage. 
In spite of Indian criticism it is of course clear that much 
American aid, including aid to India, has been based on 
the principle advocated by most Indians: that of giving 
aid to help healthy development anti to avoid critical and 
acute situations. 

Although by far the most attention in the United Stares 
Congress has been concentrated on help to those Asian 
countries willing or forced to fight Communist expansion 
through military means, and although there has been a cor- 
responding reluctance in some quarters to grant a non- 
aligned India much assistance, the emergence of the Com- 
munist threat has also had what might be called a favor- 
able impact on American opinion concerning aid to India. 
Because of this threat, more people in the United States 
assign a higher priority than before to American partici- 
pation in Indian development and are willing to contem- 
plate a considerable expansion in aid. Specifically, it is 
clear that the outcome of the “demonstration race 1 ' into 
which India has been forced by Chinese Communist ac- 
tions and plans will have wide repercussions in Asia and 
Africa. These reactions will affect the security of the 
United States. In this view the American stake in the suc- 
cess of Indian development plans is very high. 

Concrete issues of economic policy arise against a back- 
ground of general understanding— or m is u n d c rs ta n d i n g~- 
between India and the United States about some of the 
major features of the character of each country's economic 
system and economic activity. There is in India consider- 
able suspicion of American capitalism, as of private capi- 
talism in general. Although the high standard of living of 
the mass of die United States population is comparatively 
well known in India, at the same time the picture of capi- 
talism in operation held in even generally well-informed 
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circles is colored by experience during the colonial period 
and replete with cliches taken from Karl Marx and the 
Fabian Socialists. Many Indians know little if anything 
of the social responsibility of private enterprise in Amer- 
ica, of the numerous governmental controls on all levels, 
and of the ramifications of the social security system, 
among other relevant points. A better acquaintance with 
the American economic system resulting from serious on- 
the-spot study could do much to dissipate some of the mis- 
informed assumptions that exacerbate relations— and not 
only economic relations— between the two countries. 

On the other hand, American experience has led most 
Americans to favor private enterprise wherever it is pos- 
sible. This method of operation has worked well in the 
United States, it has proved amenable to social goals and 
to the establishment of a high standard of living and of 
human dignity, and it was bom of and fosters a valuable 
spirit of initiative. Furthermore, it seems to many Amer- 
icans that the diffusion of economic and of other impor- 
tant decision-making power which, to a significant degree, 
has accompanied the American private enterprise system, 
is in itself a valuable asset to the vitality of a political de- 
mocracy. In such a setting it is perhaps not surprising that 
there is frequently a hostile reaction to economic programs, 
such as tlie Indian, which claim to be “socialistic” or to 
governments that avow their intention of moving toward 
a “socialistic pattern of society." To Americans it also 
seems that there is a certain amount of confusion in India 
itself concerning the socialistic goals that were adopted by 
Parliament in 1954 and that have been elaborated in a 
number of subsequent pronouncements. Various Indian 
spokesmen seem to speak with different voices when it 
comes to explaining the character of this future order. 
While Americans may take comfort from some of these 
statements, they are disturbed by others. 

In the Indian point of view, these American criticisms 
and suggestions all too frequently seem to have little rele- 
vance to the Indian scene. Indian leaders are under pres- 
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sure, both domestic and external, to build up the base of 
a healthy economy with the greatest speed possible. In 
their effort they are attracted toward Socialist measures. 
They feci that their experience with the private entre- 
preneur has also not been especially sanguine. And they 
would be the first to acknowledge that they are still feeling 
thetr way toward the Socialist goals that were adopted by 
Parliament in 1954 and at other times. 

In fact, the general goals of Indian policy have been set 
by the constitution. It says, for example, that the state is 
to strive to promote the welfare of the people by securing 
a just social order. In order to accomplish this, the consti- 
tution continues, the state is to see to it that all citizens 
have an adequate means of livelihood, which is their right; 
that the ownership and control of the material resources of 
the community are so distributed as best to subserve the 
common good; and that the operation of the economic 
system does not result in the concentration of wealth and 
means of production to die common detriment. By them- 
selves, these statements would not be a cause for misunder- 
standing. Welfare and justice for the individual are goals 
which are close to American thinking. The differences 
come— as they so often do— in execution. 

Given the intellectual background of most Indian lead- 
ers, the magnitude of Indian tasks and the impatience of 
the Indian people for visible results, it is not surprising 
that die largest role in economic affairs has been given to 
the state, and this without much protest from private en- 
terprise. Indeed, the constitution speaks of the "state' * as 
accomplishing the objectives which it outlines. Neverthe- 
less— although much American opinion can understand the 
Indian point of view— the extremely large role given to the 
state is alien to Americans in times of peace and creates a 
number of misgivings. These are, generally speaking, only 
in pan assuaged by various statements of Prime Minister 
Nehru pointing out that the Indian government is inter- 
ested not in the wholesale nationalization or confiscation 
or destruction of private enterprise but in the creation of 
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new enterprise and production by both government and 
by private business. The Indian government has for ex- 
ample cooperated in the establishment of certain organi- 
zations designed to help Indian private business. The 
National Industrial Development Corporation (1954), a 
registered private company with a paid-up capital pro- 
vided entirely by the government, is among other things 
to start basic new industries, help the growth of ancillary 
industries in the private sector and ensure maximum use 
of its existing equipment and skills. The National Small 
Industries Corporation (1955) is another private regis- 
tered company with capital entirely supplied by the gov- 
ernment whose purpose is to help certain small industries 
employing not more than one hundred persons in securing 
orders and in improving methods of production. The 
Industrial Finance Corporation of India was established in 
194S to provide medium and long-term loans to industrial 
concerns, and in 1955 the Industrial Credit and Invest- 
ment Corporation of India was initiated as a private regis- 
tered company for the purpose of helping in the develop- 
ment of private industrial enterprise. The total resources 
of the latter amount to about §36,000,000, made up by an 
issue of ordinary shares to investors in India, the United 
Kingdom and the United States; a deferred and interest- 
free loan by the government of India; and a loan from the 
International Bank for Reconstruction and Development. 

These measures have not however overcome the sense 
of uncertainty in much American opinion as to the direc- 
tion in which the Indian economy is traveling and particu- 
larly as to the results that can be expected from the definite 
Indian prejudice in favor of government action in most 
economic spheres of direct national importance. In turn, 
much Indian opinion feels that American criticisms of 
Indian economic planning and the role of the state in 
economic life represent nothing so much as an "insular 
fondness" for the system which has worked well in the 
United States but which, it is often felt, has little rele- 
vance to the Indian scene. It is true that on occasion some 
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Americans have criticized India in terms that might give 
the impression that they would wish India to become a 
carbon copy of the United States in economic matters. 
But such critics are in a minority. 

It is particularly important that Indians and Americans 
understand each other’s economic positions and viewpoints 
because with its second Five Year Plan (39b G— 1961) India 
entered upon a critical period in which the barriers to suc- 
cess are many and in which unobstructed Indian-Amer- 
ican understanding on economic matters is of considerable 
importance. This is so because the second Five Year Plan 
which is, with its heavy emphasis on industry, consider- 
ably more ambitious than the first, is being carried out 
under very' difficult conditions, prominent among which 
are a continuing inflation, a drastic lack of foreign ex- 
change, and a critical undcrsupply of jobs for a labor force 
that is expected to increase by some ten million ncio job- 
seekers within the next ten years. The understanding help 
of die United SLates can be particularly telling in the mat- 
ter of foreign exchange, which would in turn have wide 
repercussions in all other aspects of India's plans for eco- 
nomic development. 

Given the magnitude of the tasks the Indian govern- 
ment has set and its increasing need for help in certain 
aspects of these tasks, as well as the American interest in 
Indian success, the importance of the two major economic 
issues that often divide the two countries can hardly be 
exaggerated. These issues are: conditions of private invest- 
ment and matters of government aid. While it is conven- 
ient to consider private investment and government aid 
together, it is also important to keep in mind the signifi- 
cant distinctions between diem. Government aid is pro- 
vided in response to the judgment of national interest 
described above. Private investment, though it may be 
encouraged by governmental action, depends on the atti- 
tudes and judgments of advantage made by businessmen in 
numerous separate enterprises. While both United States 
government aid and private investment supplement India’s 



14G 


India and America 


foreign exchange supplies and usually provide a transfer 
of real resources, there are apt to be important differences 
in the relations they set up and the role they play in the 
mobilization and use of resources inside India. (The con- 
tribution of private organizations should not be over- 
looked of course but in terms of size and the magnitude of 
projects that may be undertaken, their role, though pos- 
sibly seminal, cannot be considered on the same plane.) 

Taking private investment first, most Indian opinion 
seems agreed on the desirability of increased private in- 
vestment from abroad, provided that that investment takes 
place in "capital overhead” or in manufacturing industries 
within India and within the allocations of the Five Year 
Plans. In the Indian view excellent conditions have been 
provided for foreign investment. Foreign businesses that 
have been able recently to conclude agreements with the 
Indian government seem to find their position satisfactory. 

Yet, little American private capital has come to India. 
The bulk of new private American investment in India 
since 1947 has been contributed by the petroleum indus- 
try and only a small fraction has come in other fields that 
India also needs to develop. Indian opinion explains this 
situation as a result of American “fussiness” and a desire 
for privileges that tire Indian government is not prepared 
to grant because they would result in too great a disparity 
between the Indian and foreign investor. Some Indian 
opinion also holds that American private capital has such 
good investment opportunities at home or in Canada and 
Latin America that it would at least for the present not 
come to India in substantial amounts no matter what in- 
ducements the Indian government might wish to offer 
within the limits of the Five Year Plans. Some Indians 
and many Americans feel however that this point has not 
been proven and that it would be worthwhile to explore 
further the reasons for which American private capital lias 
been relatively reluctant to enter into economic activities 
in India. 

Apart from the uncertainties that have been mentioned 
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earlier about the direction in which political control of 
thc Indian economy is moving, the American business- 
man's reluctance to invest in India has arisen also from un- 
familiarity with Indian working conditions and the Indian 
market, die apparent scarcity of trained labor, uncertain 
and involved labor regulations, and the restrictions on 
private business promulgated in 1956. One example of 
these restrictions is the provision of the Second Statement 
of Governmental Industrial Policy that several industries— 
such as aluminum, machine tools, drugs, fertilizers— which 
have elsewhere been susceptible to development by foreign 
investment null in India be “progressively state-owned." 
Another which it is feared could have adverse future impli- 
cations is die provision of die Companies Act of 1956 en- 
titling the Indian government to place governmental 
nominees on the boards of directors of managing agencies 
and to determine the permissible levels of compensation 
for executives. These actions arc explained in India by 
the unhappy experience during die colonial period, but 
many Americans believe that such policies may in the long 
run stifle the growth of a risk-taking, active group of Indian 
private business leaders who could be of crucial impor- 
tance to Indian economic development. They also believe 
that die regulative measures taken by the Indian govern- 
ment in relation to all private investment may prove to 
be so severe as to discourage private investments still more. 

Perhaps the question should be raised as to whether for 
the time being the Indian government can afford to be as 
critical of private investment as it has been in view of 
the goals of its Plan. Perhaps Indian long-term aims might 
be better served by the creation of a more welcoming at- 
mosphere which would encourage the entry' of foreign pri- 
vate investment into those fields where foreign capital 
and "know-how” are, in the opinion of the Indian govern- 
ment, urgently needed. Perhaps also such changes would 
make it possible ro explore in concrete terms and through 
concrete discussions just what possibilities might exist ami 
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under what conditions more foreign private capital— par- 
ticularly American capital— would come into India. 

In any case however the magnitude of the Indian need 
for foreign exchange during the second Plan— the figures 
that are bruited about are over a billion dollars— makes 
the need for foreign government aid inescapable no matter 
how much private investment might increase. As in the 
matter of private investment, voices are from time to time 
raised in India against accepting foreign aid, but by and 
large the need for aid, and in increased amounts, has been 
accepted by government leaders. Similarly, despite voices 
that have been raised in the United States against foreign 
aid in general and against aid to India in particular, the 
American government and people have accepted aid to 
India as in the American national interest. In ten years 
nearly a billion dollars of American government money 
have been spent or obligated to assist the development of 
the Indian economy. Each appropriation has been the re- 
sult of careful negotiation between die Indian and Ameri- 
can governments to assure both the donors and the recipi- 
ents that the money would contribute effectively to their 
common ends. In spite of some theoretical differences that 
have emerged in the process and some differences over day- 
to-day operations, the Tecord shows clearly that Indian- 
American experience in bilateral aid programs has been 
uniformly good. 

It is within the context of that basically successful record 
that the different approaches to governmental aid in India 
and in the United States can be examined. For one thing, 
Indian leaders would prefer as a matter of principle to re- 
ceive aid from international organizations or via interna- 
tional arrangements such as the Colombo Plan on die ex- 
pressed assumption that such aid is more likely to be free 
of “political strings.’’ It is also felt that the participation 
of both donor and recipient on an equal basis in a group- 
ing in which there is more than one recipient (and more 
than one donor) is both less demanding and more likely to 
lead to the success of the viewpoint of the recipients. Chan- 
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neling a large part of foreign aid through the United Na- 
tions commends itself to much Indian opinion as the 
soundest course. 

As is well known, the United States has taken a some- 
what different point of view. It participates in a number of 
international technical and other aid programs, notably 
those of the United Nations and its specialized agencies. In 
recent years about half of the contributions to the United 
Nations Expanded Technical Assistance Program have 
come from the United States. Some American funds are 
channeled to underdeveloped countries through the Inter- 
national Bank for Reconstruction and Development, and 
the International Finance Corporation. The United States 
also participates in the Colombo Plan. There is however 
relatively little support in the United States for the sugges- 
tion that the bulk of American aid should be distributed 
through an international agency, such as the proposed 
SUNFED. There is doubt whether such an agency would 
actually be free of political influence and stratagem. As a 
matter of fact, it seems clear to many Americans that an 
international program in which the Soviet Union was an 
active participant would be very likely to become a polit- 
ical football in a short time. This was America’s unhappy 
experience with the fundamentally humanitarian UNRRA 
program. Furthermore, there is a fear that a large-scale 
international program might lack strict standards con- 
cerning the most productive use of aid, while the partici- 
pation of a large number of recipient countries within the 
decision-making process might— though not necessarily— 
serve to initiate an undesirable "pork barrel" approach. 
And finally, there are domestic American considerations as 
well. Congress is. traditionally jealous of its control over 
the "purse strings" and the foreign aid programs have 
been no exception. Without a doubt Congress views with 
disfavor proposals for new and large international funds to 
which the United States would be expected to contribute 
heavily but in winch it would probably not have much say 
as to how the money was to be spent. Nevertheless— al* 
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though present government policy does not reflect this — 
the idea of an international aid fund is not without appeal 
to some sections of American opinion. 

Realistically speaking, the bulk of American aid can be 
expected to be given in the future as it has been in the 
past, on a bilateral, government-to-government basis. The 
realization is spreading in India that expansion or contin- 
uation of American aid will build on the bilateral patterns 
that have already been established in Indian-American re- 
lations. 

The specific form of aid has on occasion also caused 
some irritation between India and the United States. Put- 
ting aside the statement sometimes made in India that the 
United States has an obligation to aid the underdeveloped 
countries— which is not accepted in the United States— 
there has been some feeling and even resentment in India 
at the great contrast in size between the Marshall Plan for 
Europe and aid given to Asia. Although American aid has 
recently swung increasingly toward Asia this feeling still 
exists as a background factor. It is particularly important 
in feeding the accusation that a Europe-oriented United 
States was willing to give much larger sums to Europe than 
it is to Asia. 

In the United States the history of aid programs is inter- 
preted differently. After World War II primary attention 
tvas for good reason centered on the acute problems of 
European reconstruction, while concrete help toward 
Asian development, which was for a time thought to be 
less urgent, was given in smaller sums. In recent years how- 
ever aid to Asia has increased and the United States is re- 
studying its aid programs. But it cannot be denied that 
the problems and financing of development in Asia are far 
different from those of reconstruction in Europe. Some of 
die factors of production, such as for example a pool of 
highly trained labor and management, have not yet even 
come into existence in underdeveloped Asian countries. 
Thus the capacity to absorb aid rapidly and use it effi- 
ciently and without undesirable side effects has differed 
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materially between Europe and Asia. Indin-with its con- 
siderable industrial base already in being-is more for- 
tunate than most of its neighbors in this respect but even 
so American aid to India has been of a different order of 
magnitude from that to Europe. 

These economic factors, the total aid commitments ac- 
cepted by the American government in a given year, the 
particulars of each recipient country’s stated needs, and 
the direction of bilateral negotiations, all come into the 
determination of the amount of American aid to be offered 
to each assisted country each year. The situation is thus 
more complex than an assertion of “favoritism to Europe" 
would indicate. It is of course not surprising that the un- 
derdeveloped countries are impatient and want to move 
ahead as fast as possible while the donor nation is more 
conservative and cautious in its reasoning. 

There is the further criticism that American aid— in 
addition to not being large enough— is subject to Executive 
and legislative processes that reduce its potential effective- 
ness. Funds for aid have been provided on a year-to-year 
basis. The direction and amounts of aid have thus been 
dependent on an annual interplay of differing interests. 
This lias left the recipient nation— it is held— in a position 
in which it cannot count on aid for projects over a period 
of years and leads to uneasiness as well as resentment. 
President Eisenhower has sought Congressional commit- 
ments of funds for a longer period with only partial suc- 
cess. Long-term loans can, however, be made under existing 
arrangements. 

Criticism of aid policies reflects also the political differ- 
ences of the two countries as to the nature and strategy of 
the cold war. On the one hand, one need only mention the 
matter of American aid to Pakistan. On the other hand, 
there is some American concern over Indian acceptance of 
Soviet aid. 

Not ail Americans believe that United States aid pol- 
icies should be strongly influenced by whether or not A 
particular country also accepts Soviet aid; some regard the 
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“competition” as likely to reveal to the recipient the in- 
herent contrasts between Soviet and American aid policies. 
As for the considerable number of Americans who are 
troubled by the fact that India accepts Communist aid, it 
is not so much a question of the mere fact, though at times 
this can play a part in irritating relations, or of the present 
amount, which is relatively modest. On the ground that the 
Soviet Union is a totalitarian country which uses all its re- 
sources in a total effort to bring about its goal of world 
revolution, some Americans are concerned about the op- 
portunities for subversion which such aid might provide, in 
the future, if not now. There is also concern over the future 
effect on Indian thought and policy that may Tesult from 
the training in the Soviet Union or by Soviet experts of 
young Indians who may later rise to positions of impor- 
tance. While the American concern lies mainly with the 
future, the Indian reply is couched in terms of the present. 
In the predominant Indian view the American fears are 
unjustified as the Indian government has been careful as 
far as possible to keep such contacts in balance with con- 
tacts with other sources. Here is still another chapter in 
the differences between India and the United States on the 
meaning, methods and nature of communism. 

What can be said in summary of the problems that are 
involved in Indian-United States economic relations? It 
is clear that in terms of their national interests both na- 
tions have something to gain from good economic rela- 
tions. The United States has a stake in the success of In- 
dia's economic development. India in turn needs American 
support. In general, relations in this field have been good 
even though a certain amount of irritation on both sides 
does exist; this rises to a high point usually during the 
very frank debates in the United States Congress over the 
granting of further aid. Perhaps as the characteristics of 
the American system of government become more familiar 
to more Indians, much of die present dismay and offense 
will disappear. 

With continued Indian economic development and bar- 
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ring any drastic political changes, Indian-United Stales 
trade may over the years be expected to increase— a devel- 
opment that would seem to promise mutual profit and a 
possible strengthening of bonds in other fields. At present 
such trade, though increasing, is hampered by the incon- 
vertibility of many currencies into dollais which causes 
India to conserve scarce dollars for goods urgently needed 
in development plans and to make other purchases else- 
where. 

As far as private investment is concerned, it is worth 
repeating that a more sympathetic consideration by the In- 
dian government of the doubts and difficulties experienced 
by American investors may have fruitful results m terms 
of benefits to Indian economic development. And evidence 
of such reconsideration might well serve to improve the 
tone of general Indian-American relations. 

In matters of government aid both governments would 
do well to consider in what ways they might modify their 
policies— without giving up essential goals— to fit more 
closely with each other’s needs. There is nothing wrong in 
admitting that both countries are subject to domestic po- 
litical compulsions as well as to economic realities in their 
policies on foreign aid and economic development. Never- 
theless, as mentioned earlier, the over-all record of Indian- 
American relations on aid questions has been excellent. It 
was a harbinger of further future successes that in 1955 
the two countries found a way to overcome some of the re- 
straints that had troubled them by concluding the Agricul- 
tural Commodities Agreement. Under its terms the United 
States agreed to sell to India commodities of which that 
country stands in great need and of which the United 
States has a surplus. Payment by the Indian government 
will take place in rupees, most of which the United States 
will then lend to India for development purposes. The 
sums loaned will be repaid over a period of years. Some of 
the rest of the money will be given to India in develop- 
ment giants and the remainder will be spent in India by 
the United States government. Although this pattern will 
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noc suit all the problems that have and will continue to 
come up, nevertheless it shows that the tiro governments 
are capable of negotiating carefully, hard-lieadedly and 
with confidence and that they are able to overcome many 
of the deficiencies that each feels in the other. 



Chapter 7 


COLONIALISM 


The issue of colonialism has been a pervasive and at times 
an intensely emotional factor in Indian- American rela- 
tions. Whether it will continue to be so is open to ques- 
tion. For one thing, the successes of die movements for 
national freedom have substantially outmoded die issue 
in Asia and considerably reduced its dimensions in Africa. 
For anodier, the gap between the approaches of the two 
countries lias narrowed, for reasons which we shall ex- 
amine. Yet a gap remains. It is in part a matter of policy, 
often expressed in differences over timing or over whether 
a country’s readiness for independence should be deter- 
mined exclusively by die metropolitan power or through 
United Nations machinery. In perhaps laiger part it is 
a matter of emotions, important because emotion-laden 
reactions to remaining colonial issues have a tendency to 
outrun policy differences and so to augment the strains be- 
tween India and the United States that have been discussed 
in earlier chapters. 

Both the United States and India agree that colonialism 
is a moral problem and both arc traditionally and funda- 
mentally anti-imperialist. However, they inevitably ap- 
proach current colonial problems from different perspec- 
tives. The Indian anticolonial struggle is still so recent as 
to need no extended discussion; it is part of the personal 
experience of millions of Indians including the national 
leaders. Given this background, there is in India intense 
impatience because some non-European peoples remain 
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under the rule of European governments. In Indian eyes 
the fight against this evil overshadows almost all other 
world issues. 

As a matter of principle the Indian government expects 
all nations that it considers "right-minded” to take a firm 
and clear stand against such colonialism. As a matter of 
policy it expects them to back this stand with decisions of 
the highest priority. India has made a cardinal policy of 
developing close relations with other recently independent 
countries and championing actively the causes of peoples 
now agitating for political freedom from West European 
metropolitan powers. The bond of a recently shared ex- 
perience of dependency embraces most of India’s closest 
present international associations. India’s active policy on 
colonial issues has also given it a leading role in a world 
issue that affects a vast number of people. It accounts for 
much of India’s international status. 

The United States too has a strong tradition of anti- 
colonialism in which its people take pride: Americans 
think of their own revolution, of the Monroe Doctrine and 
its reformulation into an international instrument, of 
Woodrow Wilson’s stress on self-determination, of their 
encouragement of self-rule in Puerto Rico, and of support 
to nationalist movements in other dependent areas. At the 
same time Americans have generally come to the opinion 
that colonial problems cannot be dealt with effectively 
without due attention to the serious threat posed by die 
“new colonialism” of international communism. In policy 
terms the United States holds that the major responsibility 
of states not directly involved in the colonial relationship 
is to help work out decisions which give weight to the in- 
terests of both metropolitan powers and dissatisfied de- 
pendent peoples— bearing in mind that bodi have contri- 
butions to make to the welfare and security of the world. 
In trying to achieve this goal, the United States has usually 
placed more emphasis than has the Indian government on 
looking into the readiness of a particular area for self- 
government, keeping in mind the needs and demands of 
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its European allies as they fit into the world security pic- 
ture, the need to counter the threat of Communist expan- 
sion, and the manifold economic, social and political de- 
mands made on it throughout the industrially underde- 
veloped part of the world. Americans fed that other na- 
tions that are genuinely concerned with the colonial prob- 
lem should also recognize and grapple with these complex- 
ities. 

, America’s greater caution in supporting colonial causes 
has created one area of difference with India. A second 
arises from the opinion generally accepted in the United 
States, but for years rejected and still viewed with skepti- 
cism in India, that the Soviet satellite countries represent 
a new and undesirable species of colonies. The one view 
holds that the Soviet Union has consigned its dependent 
peoples to a new and deadlier form of colonialism which 
is the more iniquitous because it is expanding today rather 
than contracting. The other view holds this to be a mis- 
reading of the colonial problem and perhaps also of the 
Soviet system. The full meaning of this difference between 
India and the United States can be seen in the implica- 
tions of Prime Minister Nehru's often quoted remark that 
in “the West the issue of the day is said to be communism; 
well, to us, it is colonialism.” 

If the charge is often heard in India that recent Amer- 
ican policy' on colonialism has been almost entirely de- 
termined by the single aim of containing communism* 
India has been as frequently criticized in the United States 
for taking an oversimplified view of the colonial problem. 
In practice, however, India and the United States have 
come to stand much closer to each other than public dis- 
cussion would often tend to indicate. In some of the situ- 
ations which have engaged the attention of both countries, 
Indian arid American policies have been parallel. In others 
they have been sharply divergent, and on the remainder 
not in contact. The record indicates how far the United 
States and India have on the practical level found common 
approaches to a number of colonial situations. 
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Past Issues 

The extensive liquidation oE traditional colonialism is 
one of the most profound international developments of 
the present generation. Asian and African countries with 
a total population of some 645,000,000 have become polit- 
ically independent since 1939. A number of transitions— in 
the Philippines in 1946, India and Pakistan in 1941, 
Burma and Ceylon in 1948— occurred without direct im- 
pact on colonial issues between India and America; both 
Indians and Americans warmly welcomed them. The past 
instances that most clearly show die interaction of Indian 
and American policies toward struggling independence 
movements are to be found in Indonesia, Indochina (dis- 
cussed in an earlier chapter), and Morocco and Tunisia. 
Also important is the case of the Italian colonies and of 
Malaya. Although now of historical concern, diesc issues 
invite more detailed examination because of die influence 
that they exert on the present policies of both India and 
the United States. 

Indonesia. Throughout the Indonesians' bitter strug- 
gle against the Netherlands from the defeat of Japan in 
1945 to the Hague Round Table Conference of 1948 that 
resulted in independence for Indonesia, India fully identi- 
fied itself with die nationalist movement headed by Pres- 
ident Sukarno. The Indian government attempted to open 
trade channels from the earliest moment In June 1947 it 
unsuccessfully bade the United States espouse the Indo- 
nesian cause and then, with Australia, carried the Indo- 
nesian case to the Security Council where it vigorously ad- 
vocated independence for Indonesia and urged others to 
do die same or fail to sense “the mood of Asia and Africa.” 
And through the Conference on Indonesia called by Prime 
Minister Nehru at New Delhi in early 1949 the Indian gov- 
ernment underlined the weight of public opinion in Asian 
and African countries on the matter and stiffened the atti- 
tude of the Security Council at a critical point. The In- 
dian government also enforced limited sanctions against 
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die Dutch, among them the denial of flying rights over In- 
dian territory. 

United States policy positions were more complex, and 
in the end perhaps equally influential in assisting the 
achievement of Indonesian independence. The issue arose 
just after the war when, for reasons discussed in other chap- 
ters, American attention was directed to the revival of 
Europe and, in Asia, to the problems of Japan and China 
more than of Southeast Asia. Beginning in June 1 947, how- 
ever, the United States started to play a more active role 
that frequently reflected compromises between the Amer- 
ican interest in reviving the Nazi-ravaged Netherlands and 
in seeing fair play for the Indonesians. An American aide 
memo ire sent to the Republican government of Indonesia 
in that month (as an alternative to the action proposed to 
the United States by India) was, for example, intended to 
strengthen the nationalists’ hand, and did; it. was also in- 
strumental in delaying the start of the Dutch offensive. 
When the “police action” nevertheless occurred and the 
case came to die Security Council, the United States op- 
posed the Dutch assertion of domestic jurisdiction, offered 
its good offices to both sides, and worked out compromises 
which, though weak, enabled the Council to avoid a dead- 
lock and a veto and to establish a three-nation committee 
to work on the spot in Indonesia. These steps, together 
with a ban on further sale of arms to the Dutch for use in 
Indonesia, constituted the first stage of American involve- 
ment in die Indonesian case. 

In the second stage American public opinion, reflecting 
popular sympathy for die Indonesian resistance, revulsion 
against Dutch defiance of Security Council directives, and 
disgust at the second “police action,” stimulated a stronger 
official position in favor of Indonesia. In February 1940 
the so-called Brewster Resolution, presented to the Senate 
by ten Republican members, called for the stoppage of 
American aid to the Netherlands until it ceased hostilities 
in Indonesia, withdrew its noops to the truce lines adopted 
under the earliex Renville Agreement, and opened “bona 
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fide negotiations with the Indonesian Republic under the 
terms of the Renville Agreement.” The State Department 
was able to persuade the critical Senators not to cut off 
aid to the Netherlands only, it is reputed, after Secretary 
of State Acheson had pressed the Dutch to agree to trans- 
fer sovereignty by the end of 1950 to an Indonesian state 
of which the Republic would be a constituent element. 
At the Round Table Conference in 19-19 the Indonesian 
negotiators had the support of the United States as well as 
of India and of various other countries. 

The points to be noted are that the policies of India and 
the United States gradually grew closer as the Indonesian 
case was exposed in its full complexity, and that both coun- 
tries contributed effectively to Indonesian independence; 
true, they proceeded differently because of the different in- 
strumentalities at their command and the relation of the 
Indonesian dispute to their respective international inter- 
ests and commitments. In India this parallel has been slow 
to be observed. Even recently it has been argued there that 
the United States attitude toward the Indonesian Republic 
changed only after— and presumably because—the United 
States government had become convinced that Indonesian 
leaders were anti-Communist and were receiving interna- 
tional sympathy. This appears to be an oversimplified 
analysis of a policy-forming process which was certainly 
influenced by these considerations but ■which also clearly 
resulted from humanitarian, moral and emotional factors, 
as well as from the gradual mobilization of public opinion 
on this issue. 

Morocco and Tunisia. The granting of independence 
to these two countries in 1956 followed years of violence 
and of negotiations between the French and the nationalist 
leaders. The Indians’ desire to develop close relations with 
die Arab world combined in this instance with the long- 
standing Indian sympathy for anticolonial struggles to 
produce a very lively feeling for the North African na- 
tionalists. This interest and sympathy found particular ex- 
pression in the United Nations where from 1952 India— 
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together with the Arab and other Asian nations— made con- 
sistent efforts to obtain United Nations intervention on 
the ground that, "‘the continued denial of human rights 
and continued disrespect of self-determination cannot but 
constitute a mounting threat to the peace.” The United 
States on the other hand-voting with the majority of the 
Assembly— generally took a more hopeful view of negotia- 
tions between the French and indigenous groups and fav- 
ored postponement of any decision on whether the United 
Nations should take action in this field. 

Without going into details of the North African discus- 
sions, which ultimately led to results that both India and 
the United States welcomed, it Is clear that once again 
Indian-Anierican differences were not over principles but 
over procedures and timing. Caution— or, as Indian opin- 
ion often holds, hesitancy— on the American side was gen- 
erally interpreted in India as favoritism for a European 
ally over a nationalist movement which had the moral 
right to self-rule on its side, whereas Indian pressures ap- 
plied in the United Nations were often interpreted in the 
United States as exacerbating rather than promoting the 
delicate process of arranging a transfer of power without 
undue damage either to France or to the new North 
African states. Nevertheless, it is important to note that 
in 1955-1956 the Indian influence on this issue within the 
Asian-Arab group was one of moderation. 

Former Italian Colonies . By contrast, die negotiations 
within the United Nations through which Libya and 
Italian Somaliland came under trusteeships for fixed pe- 
riods were notable because India and the United States 
made closely parallel approaches to the problem. The two 
countries agreed that political independence should be 
the goaf' of arrangements made for the former Italian col- 
onies, but that these colonics were not yet ready for inde- 
pendence. Both India and America opposed schemes of 
governance advanced by Britain, France and Russia while 
they agreed on a settlement providing specifically how die 
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transition to independence should take place in these two 
territories. 

Malaya. There has been no important difference between 
India and die United States respecting colonial areas that 
were moving toward self-government by peaceful arrange- 
ments with metropolitan governments. Malaya is a case in 
point. The Indian government, despite its general posture 
toward colonialism, avoided badgering the British to quit 
Malaya. The United States took the same line. The Indian 
position rested on a belief in the sincerity of British prom- 
ises to work toward independence and perhaps also on die 
influence of Commonwealth ties. There was also a fear of 
die explosive potentialities in Malaya of the plural society 
that exists there. Thus Americans, like Indians, believed 
diat die problem of Malayan independence was one for 
the British and the peoples of Malaya to work out for 
themselves. 

* * * * 

A recapitulation of the colonial issues which have been 
resolved in the past decade shows little fundamental dif- 
ference in objectives between India and die United States. 
It also shows a greater sense of urgency on the part of India 
dian of the United States in pressing for the liquidation of 
colonial status. 

The American record shows a wider concern for the in- 
terests of metropolitan powers and more of an attempt to 
adjust these interests with those of die colonial areas than 
has been true of India. There is also a greater stress by the 
United States— if Indochina was a fair example— on the 
strategic implications of the transfer of power. 

In the first postwar decade the United States has also 
shown greater preference for exerting influence in direct 
negotiations with the regimes involved in colonial issues, 
as contrasted to India’s preference for widening the au- 
thority of die United Nations in diis field. Both countries 
have in the past given effective assistance in the transition 
of colonics to independent status. 
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Contemporary Issues 

An estimate of the effect of the colonial Issue on Indian* 
American relations must also take into account the colo- 
nial matters that still engage the attention of policy-makers 
in India and the United States. Here a number of cate- 
gories may be useful. 

First, Indian-American relations are not directly affected 
by those colonial areas where no strong nationalist move- 
ment is pressing for independence— such as in the Belgian 
Congo. Portuguese East and West Africa, French West 
Africa, and the trust areas in the Pacific. But even here the 
two countries’ approaches differ to some extent. Thus the 
United States’ economic or other interests in these areas are 
pursued mainly through the metropolitan powers and there 
is little disposition to influence relations between the home 
country and the colony. Where a trust territory is involved, 
the United States proceeds of course through United Na- 
tions machinery. India is more likely to draw international 
attention to abuses and, where possible, to try to expand 
United Nations supervision over these areas. Whereas 
Indians look to an Africa that will be wholly free, they 
tend to believe that the United States has not been very 
ranch concerned with the future freedom of Africa, per- 
haps because of the economic importance of this continent 
to its Western European allies and the role of Africa’s 
vital reservoir of minerals in United States security. Here 
as in other instances there is a countervailing strain of 
American opinion that regards India as ovcrcagcr to pro- 
mote change in Africa and as likely to discount the Amer- 
ican ability to adjust to new social and political forces 
as they arise. These differences, however, are more in the 
realm of attitudes than of specific present policies. 

Second, another category includes several colonial areas 
that do not appear to be moving toward independence but 
arc under pressure or prospective pressure for absorption 
by , neighboring states. Among these, the cases of Cyprus. 
Goa. Western New Guinea and Southwest Africa have so 
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far entered into Indian-American relations to some degree. 

Cyprus. In this case the disposition has been growing 
in both India and the United States to let the parties in- 
volved work out their own solutions. Although American 
support for the British position was at times somewhat 
firmer than India’s, and although the Indians seemed to 
subscribe for a time to the idea of a settlement by pleb- 
iscite, the 1956-1957 General Assembly saw both coun- 
tries voting for peaceful negotiation. As a matter of fact 
it was India that in February 1957 took the lead in work- 
ing out the United Nations resolution— patterned fairly 
closely on the earlier Algerian resolution— calling for the 
resumption of negotiations looking toward a “peaceful, 
democratic and just solution ... in accordance with the 
principles and purposes of the Charter of the United Na- 
tions." 

Goa. The closest of all present colonial disputes to 
India’s national interests, Goa represents to India a con- 
tinuing challenge and provocation. The Indian view is 
that Goa will inevitably detach itself from Portuguese con- 
trol. To hasten this desired event, India seeks active in- 
ternational support; fear that NATO will support Portu- 
guese sovereignty over Goa has been responsible for much 
of Indian criticism of that alliance. Secretary of State 
Dulles’ widely quoted statement of December 2, 1955, on 
the “Portuguese provinces" raised a storm of protest in In- 
dia. It is often argued there that if the United States were 
true to its ideals it would intervene with Portugal to yield 
Goa. It is the American position that this issue can best be 
worked out between India and Portugal, if possible on the 
basis of the consent of the Goans. In spite of considerable 
domestic pressure, the government of India has continued 
to seek a peaceful way to bring an end to Portuguese con- 
trol over Goa. 

Southwest Africa. Another issue with colonial overtones 
has been South Africa's policy on Southwest Africa. Both 
India and the United States, among other countries, ob- 
jected when the Union of South Africa in 1946 refused 
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to convert its mandate over Southwest Africa into a United 
Nations trust territory. Both argued, and in this they were 
later supported by the World Court, that South Africa was 
under a moral obligation not to change the status of (he 
territory unilaterally. India pressed the United Nations to 
declare Southwest Africa a trust territory and sought to 
bring about a censure of South Alrica, The United States 
was among other countries that lelt the first action could 
not be taken legally and that the censure would drive 
South Africa into a corner without producing the desired 
effect. Thus the Indian-American difference here rested on 
the degree of coercion that the United Nations should be 
asked to apply against a member nation on this issue. 

Western New Guinea. The United States government 
has not declared support for either Dutch or Indone- 
sian claims to this territory. Indeed there is some ques- 
tion among Americans 'whether the transfer of the atea 
would result in more than the substitution of one alien 
domination for another. The Indian government on the 
other hand would probably not accept the inclusion of the 
area under the rubric of colonial issues, having considered 
from the start that the aTea should have passed to the Indo- 
nesians at the time of the working out of their independ- 
ence. Although the Indian delegation has supported Indo- 
nesian claims before the United Nations General Assem- 
bly, it lias not extended that support to the active level 
of international conferences, appeals to the United Na- 
tions, or other actions that have been taken by India on 
what have in the past appeared to it to he crucial issues. 

Third, there are the areas where nationalist movements 
are pressing for self-rule against the opposition of the metro- 
politan government, of which Algeria is an example. Here 
Indians and Americans again differ more in their ap- 
proaches than in their ultimate policy goals. In the Algerian 
question the Indian government has moved from great im- 
patience and strongly expressed anucoioniaHr-m to a more 
moderate recognition that ’'strong” United Nations resol u* 
’ tiom would not necessarily contribute to the solution of the 
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complicated problems involved. At the start of the violent 
Algerian nationalist struggle India urged the inclusion of 
die Algerian item on the Assembly agenda. "When this was 
done in 1955, the French delegation carried out its threat 
to trait out of the meeting. Perhaps somewhat shocked by 
this development, and in spite of its position on the broad 
competence of die United Nations in matters considered 
by some to come under die domestic jurisdiction exemp- 
tion, die Indian government then led in efforts to induce 
France to return to die Assembly. And in the 1956 As- 
sembly the Indian delegation supported the compromise 
resolution which confined itself to expressing a hope that 
“a peaceful, democratic and just solution” might be found. 
This resolution was welcome also to the United States, 
which did not take an active part in the discussions. 
Throughout, the United States has supported the French 
argument of domestic jurisdiction and has encouraged 
French efforts to find "liberal solutions" by peaceful 
means. 

Outside the United Nations, the United States has tried 
to press both France and die Algerians toward what it re- 
gards as more reasonable positions and Americans have 
resented strongly the Egyptian and other sources of con- 
tinued agitation and of arms that have come into the area. 
Indian leaders have in general confined diemselves to 
strong statements urging the quick recognition of die right 
to freedom which they feel belongs to the Algerians. 

It would be wrong to ignore the fact that the different 
Indian and American accents in the Algerian issue have 
strengthened stereotypes in India of an America dial gives 
comfort to colonial powers and opposes nationalism and 
stereotypes in the United States of an India that brushes 
aside the complexities of some issues that it wishes to sec 
solved immediately. But tire more important meaning of 
Algeria in tin's context is that it offers a good example of 
how India and the United States sometimes cooperate 
more closely in practice than in theory. According to its 
own lights, each country has tried to influence France 
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without alienating that nation. Both appear to recognize 
that nothing could be gained by trying through United 
Nations resolutions to force the French government to 
take action in Algeria. The relative concordance of ap- 
proaches that the United States and India had found by 
1955 and 1956 would seem to give hope for more cooper- 
ation between them on future colonial problems. 


The Prospects 

It is dear that the colonial issues of 1956 and 1957 
roiled Indian-American relations less than those of 1948. 
One reason, of course, is that there were fewer of them. 
Apart from that, India and the United States had found 
more common ground in seeking solutions of the most 
difficult conflicts between European powers and their non- 
European dependencies. The strong American opposition 
to the Israel i-British-French military invasion oE Egypt in 
1 956 made a profound impression in India, and there was 
a perceptible decline in Indian suspicions that the United 
States would automatically align itself with its Western 
allies on colonial questions. Furthermore, in colonial issues 
India as well as the United States had come to depend 
mainly on the methods of negotiation and accommodation, 
father than on a direct challenge to the metropolitan 
power. 

It appears less likely norv than before that the United 
States and India will find themselves in sharp conflict 
over specific colonial issues of the traditional type. There 
is no reason to believe that India will not continue to 
stand for die fastest possible progress toward independ- 
ence for all peoples, or to suppose that the United States 
will not follow 1 more cautious counsels. Yet these arc differ- 
ences of timing rather than of principle. Still important, 
however, are the emotional irritants that affect the moods 
in which Indian-American relations develop. Indian pub- 
lic opinion seems deeply imbued with the conception of a 
vast struggle between the white Western European im- 



168 


India, and America 


penal powers and their allies on the one side and the 
colored Asian and African peoples struggling to obtain 
and consolidate their independence on the other. In this 
dichotomy the United States is generally viewed in India 
as identified with Western Europe. American opinion also 
continues to be troubled by the contrast between Indian 
hostility to Western European imperialism, which is every- 
where declining or retreating, and the Indian reluctance 
to recognize the new colonialism of the Soviet Union. 
While Indian attitudes can be explained on the historical 
ground of India’s direct experience with Western im- 
perialism and its unfamiliarity with the Soviet system, this 
does not remove American impressions that Indian ap- 
proaches to colonialism sometimes serve the political ends 
of the Soviet Union. 

At the same time, some persons in both countries already 
believe that the real “colonial” problem now facing coun- 
tries which have encouraged the spread of political free- 
dom in Asia and Africa is of a somewhat different cast. 
They hold that the postcolonial stability of new nations 
which started with limited human and material resources 
for self-rule is a matter of international concern. In their 
view both the United States and India have capacities and 
experience that could helpfully be applied to the easing 
of postcolonial crises. It would be worth investigating what 
cooperation between the two countries might be achieved 
toward this end. 



Chapter B 

HUMAN RIGHTS 


Closely allied to problems of colonialism are questions 
of human rights. These have entered Indian-Amcrican re- 
lations in two major ways: through the unfavorable stereo- 
types created in each country by the social inequalities of 
the other, and through the human rights issues relating to 
third countries that arise in the United Nations. Like 
colonialism, the human rights issue is packed with emo- 
tions that sometimes obscure and outrun the actual policy 
issues involved. Its importance in relations between the 
United States and India must be judged in terms of both. 

There is a wide area of fundamental agreement about 
dm inalienable rights of man which most Indians and 
Americans share with each odier. Expressed by the phi- 
losophers of the eighteenth-century liberal tradition, given 
political shape by the American and French revolutions, 
and adopted subsequently by many other peoples w ioran v 
individual rights high among the conditions of a goot 
society, these rights are imbedded in both the American 
and Indian constitutions. In general these rights mint t ic 
powers of government to interfere with indiviuua i rerty- 
They protect die basis of democracy by assuring freedom 
of speech and religion, of press and assembly and o par- 
ticipation in the political process under the protection m 
due process of law. In both countries these tights are jus- 
ticiable. Allegiance to these fundamental rights of man is 
one of the shared values that create bonds between m ta 

100 
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and the United States and that distinguish them sharply 
from nations living under totalitarian regimes. 

In addition to these basic political rights there is a sec- 
ond range of values widely accepted and promoted in both 
societies but often in trays so different that they have on 
occasion come to be divisive factors in Indian-American 
relations. Thus there is wide difference on hots’ best to 
assure to every citizen the opportunity to achieve a good 
life free from fear and grinding want. In the United States 
the emphasis has been placed on self-reliance wherever 
possible, on a diffusion of federal, state and local power 
among many units, and on the limitation of the govern- 
ment’s role where possible. It has further been felt that 
the basic civil rights are the ones that were emphasized by 
the eighteenth-century liberals, that these rights are sig- 
nificant under almost any combination of economic and 
social factors and that— given these rights— the individual 
can work toward the attainment of economic and social 
improvements that have not been, and need not be, men- 
tioned in the basic constitutional law. This approach has 
worked well in the vigorously growing American society. 

The prevailing articulate Indian view is considerably 
different. Influenced by traditions of state paternalism ancl 
rigid social framework, much Indian opinion considers 
the American concept of a few essentially political rights 
as inadequate. Thus the Bill of Rights has been adjudged 
as insufficient to meet the requirements of modern Indian 
society because it does not provide for the right to work, 
education, food, housing and social security. In Indian eyes 
it is the state -which must offer the best protection for a 
very wide range of individual rights which, it is felt, should 
properly be enumerated in the basic law of the land itself. 

Given this background, it is natural that in constitu- 
tional terms the Indian interpretation of human rights 
should be very broad. In addition to most of the rights 
that are to be found in the American Bill of Rights, the 
Indian constitution seeks also to ensure the equal status of 
its citizens in such specific matters as access to public places, 
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abolition of untouchability, protection of minorities and 
freedom from discriminatory restrictions by the state or in 
choice of vocation or property holding. In the United 
States such protections— where they are applicable— are 
provided mainly by local, state or federal legislation or by 
the forces of social action. 

It is in the statement of the Directive Principles of the 
Indian constitution however that the Indian emphasis on 
the government’s responsibility for achieving social goals 
becomes clearest. These principles which— though not jus- 
ticiable— are regarded as fundamental to the governance 
of the country and which officials have a moral duty to 
promote, include, as has already been mentioned, the pro- 
vision of adequate means of livelihood and ownership of 
the nation’s material resources to subserve the common 
good— a provision usually interpreted in favor of govern- 
ment ownership. They include also the right to work, to 
education, and to public assistance; the right to just and 
humane conditions of work; and the elimination of a con- 
centration of wealth. 

Differences over the proper role of government in 
strengthening human rights, while philosophically impor- 
tant, touch only the fringe of the difficulties that exist. It is 
impossible to discuss Indian-American relations realistically 
without reference to the strong antipathy in India to the 
facts and impressions of racial discrimination in America, 
Similarly, revulsion against the traditional stratifications 
and divisions of Indian society cannot be ignored as a fac- 
tor influencing American attitudes toward India, We need, 
therefore, to consider the effect on Indian-Amcrican re- 
lations of the Negro problem in the United States and of 
the caste problem in India, 

The disabilities of the Negro in the United States are 
widely known in India to be one of the acute problems of 
contemporary American society. The Negroes are, of 
Course, not the only minority group in the United States, 
But the success of the ''melting por” in transmuting immi- 
grants from all parts of Europe into an egalitarian Ainefi- 
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can society has focused attention in America and abroad 
on whether the American belief in equality transcends the 
limits of the white race and is applied fully to the Negroes. 
The problem is seen as of paramount concern in one sec- 
tion of the United States, the South, where somewhat 
more than one half tire American Negroes still live and 
where their families were emancipated from slavery slightly 
less than one hundred years ago. 

The disadvantaged status of the Negro community com- 
pared with the generality of Americans is thoroughly doc- 
umented. Equally documented however is the pervasive 
and rapid improvement in the status of American Negroes. 
Never have these forces of advancement been so strong as 
at present, a fact which helps explain the renewed vigor 
of the counterforces. In a dozen years the instruments of 
legislation and judicial interpretation have knocked out 
the so-called “white primary,” declared previously segre- 
gated public places and transport open to the Negro, and 
unlocked to him a much wider choice of opportunities for 
higher education. In addition, the Supreme Court in 1954 
invalidated the doctrine of “equal but separate” facilities 
which had permitted segregated public elementary and 
high schools. Within a year, over five hundred schools had 
complied with the Supreme Court decision without fan- 
fare and the process continues steadily. Integration in the 
armed services, “fair employment practices” legislation in 
several of the states, and prohibition against job discrimi- 
nation in any work done by private firms under federal 
government contract have also markedly raised the status 
of the Negro. On another front the booming economy, 
making his labor more in demand, and successive increases 
in the national minimum wage (now $1 an hour) have 
brought the Negro to a previously unimagined standard 
of living. 

As a result of all these influences and increasing oppor- 
tunities, a Negro middle class has over the past two gener- 
ations been developing. This group is producing a grow- 
ing number of leaders and participating more fully in the 
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general life of the community. Despite continued restric- 
tions in its access to private housing, this middle class- 
like the emerging middle classes of the ethnic minorities 
that had previously entered American society near its 
bottom rung and gradually climbed up to all its lcvels-is 
spreading into better city neighborhoods and into the 
suburbs of metropolitan centers. It is indisputable that the 
Negroes, like the Irish, the Italians, the Roles and many 
others before them, are on their way up. 

It is also apparent that the very speed of current ad- 
vances and the consequent intensity of counterforces will 
make the Negro problem a turbulent issue for some time 
to come. With each new skirmish the stereotypes of Negro 
disabilities may be reinforced. This is particularly signifi- 
cant in Indian-American relations because, in general, In- 
dians* identification of themselves with the Negroes as fel- 
low members of the non-white races is very much stronger 
than any distinction in Indians’ minds between their own 
status, culture and skills and those of the American Ne- 
groes, The converse does not appear to be true. American 
Negroes, for all their disabilities, tend to think of them- 
selves primarily as Americans and do not identify them- 
selves more with Indians or other colored peoples than 
with American society generally. 

Indians have sometimes also been concerned, as have 
many Americans, by various discriminations practiced 
against Asians resident in the United Slates. While the 
numbers involved are small— hardly more than a quarter 
of a million, as compared with fifteen million Negroes— the 
relatively low traditional economic status of Chinese, Japa- 
nese, Filipinos and other Asians in the United States and 
the legal restrictions on immigration and naturalization 
have been viewed by Indians as further evidence of "white 
American” bias. Here again, however, it is true that, while 
immigration restrictions continue, Asian residents in the 
United States have increasingly gained equal protection 
of the law and advanced from modest hereditary occupa- 
tions to the full range of skills and professions. 
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Disabilities oE disadvantaged groups in Indian society 
can be dealt with by similar attention to stereotypes and to 
factual conditions and trends. Through the writings of 
philosophers, social scientists and journalists, and through 
missionaries, Americans have known that equal status of 
all persons was not an ideal of traditional Hindu society, 
and they have generally deplored that fact. The plethora 
of caste and class distinctions, the intricacies of exogamous 
and endogamous social units, the subtle distinctions be- 
tween sects of the left and those of the right hand, the re- 
fusal to take food or water from any but members of cer- 
tain groups and to permit certain classes of village resi- 
dents to use the village well— such social stratifications, be- 
ing alien to all their experience and contrary to their 
ideals, have repelled many Americans and have induced 
stereotypes of India as unfavorable as are Indian stereo- 
types of a "racialist" America. 

Americans are also aware of reformist movements, an- 
cient and modern, within Hinduism and of the quickened 
change that started many decades ago when the impact of 
the British presence and of Western thought produced a 
ferment in Indian society that has not yet subsided. Over 
the decades many beginnings in the direction of reform 
have been made. In die rapidly filling-up towns caste con- 
siderations have become far weaker than diey are in the 
villages. Beginning with Mahatma Gandhi, most Indian 
leaders have constantly worked to pull dorm the social 
barriers which beset the Harijans. Independence brought 
with it a quickened pace of change. The last few years 
have, for example, seen much legislation and Executive 
action to combat social disabilities that still survive and to 
give special protection to the “scheduled castes.” 

From all this it is possible to conclude that in both 
countries the combined pressures of humanitarianism, 
modem social and economic forces and government action 
are reshaping domestic societies in the direction of more 
nearly equal status for all citizens. More detailed study 
would also show that to a remarkable degree— given the 
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differences in culture and conditions in the two countries 
—similar sociological patterns are being traced in this field. 
Furthermore, it is impressive to note that the relationship 
between social change and coercive legislation does not 
appear much different in India from the United States, 
even though Indian constitutional principles spell out a 
more elaborate range of human rights than does the United 
States constitution. In both countries law as an indication 
of consensus appears to be more successful in the human 
rights field than law as an enforcement of protections in 
those cases where they have not yet been fully accepted by 
society generally. 

It would seem that in the long run neither the disabili- 
ties of the American Negro nor the disabilities of some 
castes and classes in India need have an adverse effect on 
Indian-American relations. Emotional outbursts may con- 
tinue to occur. But serious students will applaud marks 
of progress and deplore setbacks while recognizing that 
social change is taking place in both countries in conse- 
quence of strong impulses and through somewhat similar 
means. It would be well if this process could be made more 
widely known among the broad population in both coun- 
tries. 

In the field of human rights measures relating to third 
countries, Indian and United States policies most often 
intersect in the multilateral meetings of the General As- 
sembly, the Trusteeship Council, and other United Na- 
tions organs. The differences between the two countries* 
positions turn mainly on three questions: (1) the relation 
of such issues as racial discrimination and self-determina- 
tion to other issues in international affairs; (2) the relation, 
undefined in the Charter, between the domestic jurisdic- 
tion clause which protects a sovereign state against inter- 
vention by United Nations organs and the economic and 
social functions given the United Nations which can be 
executed only within the territories of sovereign nations; 
and (3) the relative effects of international admonition and 
of domestic influences on basic social change. 
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In general, following its domestic emphasis in favor of 
governmental approaches to social problems, India stands 
for clear-cut and expanding United Nations jurisdiction 
over human rights questions, particularly questions of 
racial discrimination and self-determination, and expects 
other countries’ support as a matter of moral right. In the 
United States there are more doubts about the capacity 
of the United Nations to effect basic social changes by the 
means which India presses. The United States usually 
takes positions influenced by a more limited reading of 
the United Nations Charter and seeks to find compromises 
between the stands taken by the countries normally asso- 
ciated with India and those countries that are their deter- 
mined opponents. It is not that American and Indian posi- 
tions are counterposcd, but rather that they exhibit vari- 
ations of emphasis and priority. 

India’s principal efforts in this field have been devoted 
to questions of social and political discrimination on racial 
grounds, particularly of discrimination against persons 
of Indian origin. The present problems are the result of 
historic patterns of nineteenth-century emigration from 
India to other parts of the British Empire, as it then was, 
that left communities of persons of Indian origin in politi- 
cal jurisdictions with which the present government of 
India would prefer to deal directly. These include such 
British colonial areas as Fiji, British Guiana, the West 
Indies, Zanzibar, Kenya, Uganda, and Tanganyika, as well 
as India’s near neighbors, Burma and Ceylon. Many of 
these problems do not concern American policy. In die 
case of South Africa, however, bilateral or Commonwealth 
negotiations were not successful and India therefore 
brought the matter before the United Nations in 1946. 
This action directly involved the United States in die 
question of die community of Indian origin in the Union 
of South Africa. 

The discriminarion against 'which India has complained 
is of long duration, reaching back to die mid-nineteenth 
century. Not long after the ancestors of the present Indian- 
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origin community of some 420,000 persons came to South 
Africa, at first as contract laborers and then as traders, 
special restrictions were enacted against them and against 
their children, although they automatically became South 
Africans at birth. Persons of Indian origin were debarred 
from voting, from holding public office, and from appren- 
ticeship or skilled labor posts in factories. They were given 
only highly restricted rights to hold property, to enter pub- 
lic places and transport, or to obtain a higher education. 
Recent ghetto measures have further restricted their choice 
of residence and their business opportunity. Because of its 
Commonwealth tics, because of Gandhi’s experiences in 
South Africa, because of the principle involved, and be- 
cause these families originally came from India, the inde- 
pendent Indian government has from the beginning felt 
a strong, even passionate, interest in the fate of the persons 
of Indian origin in South Africa and has championed their 
cause vigorously even though they are not Indian na- 
tionals. Thus after some negotiation and after a number 
of heavier restrictions had been imposed, the Indian gov- 
ernment in 1946 withdrew its High Commissioner from 
South Africa, imposed a trade embargo, and, as has been 
mentioned earlier, brought the case before the United 
Nations General Assembly, where it has since remained on 
the agenda. 

The Indian argument in presenting the matter to the 
United Nations rests on three propositions. First of all, 
the matter is according to the Indian viewpoint one of 
proper international concern because equal status for per- 
sons of Indian origin assured by the international Cape- 
town Agreements of 1927 and 1932 was violated by uni- 
lateral action of the Union of South Africa. Furthermore, 
even if these agreements did not exist, the Indian stand is 
that the matter would still be considered of international 
concern, because of the worsening relations between India 
and South Africa. Finally, it is the Indian position that 
the United Nations Charter and the Universal Declaration 
on Homan Rights recogni?e human rights under inter* 
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national law to such a degree that they can no longer be 
violated under the rubric of domestic jurisdiction and 
without incurring die risk of international action and 
censure. Accordingly, the Indian government made an ap- 
peal to the United Nations, under Articles 10 and 14 of 
the Charter. These major arguments have through the 
years been advanced by Indian spokesmen with skill, de- 
termination and conviction. They are arguments which 
evoke a fervent response in Indian public opinion. 

Americans too are repelled by the excesses and repres- 
sions practiced by the South African government. How- 
ever the United States has taken a relatively mild position 
that also rests on three major considerations. First of all 
is die American view that conditions of intemadonal and 
domestic politics generally call for support of a fairly broad 
interpretation of the domestic jurisdiction clause of die 
Charter. Secondly, there is the doubt felt in the United 
States whether the United Nadons can through the means 
available to it accomplish the kind of positive results in 
the field of human rights that the Indian government de- 
sires; the converse is the fear that criticism without imple- 
mentation may have the dangerous effect of encouraging 
extremist groups and of solidifying opinion in resistance 
against "outside’’ cridcism. The third consideration is 
closely related to the second and rests on the conviction 
that no nation at present can or will exert enough pressure 
on South Africa by any means to force a fundamental 
change in its social organization; and that indeed internal 
developments appear to be the most likely instrument of 
any change diat may occur. However, these arguments do 
not produce any satisfaction in India because Indians feel 
that Americans have not attached enough weight to their 
complaint of a unilateral modification of an international 
agreement. 

While the issue of South African treatment of persons 
of Indian origin has caused irritation between India and 
the United States, particularly on the public opinion 
level and particularly in India, it is worth noting that with 
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the passage of years since India first moved the matter in 
the United Nations the actuai policies pursued by the 
two countries have gradually become more similar. For 
example, without conceding its major principles, India 
lias, perhaps because of its increasing preoccupation with 
other international issues, moderated its direct complaints 
against South Africa. While there is no reason to believe 
that India may not continue to urge the United States to 
take a firmer line against South Africa's actions, it is also 
not likely that the South African question will again cause 
major disturbances in Indian -American relations. 

In another area of human rights the relative positions 
of India and the United States are sharply different and 
the differences attract sharp comment in both countries. 
This is in respect to the attitude of the Soviet-bloc coun- 
tries toward human rights. Examples that have come be- 
fore the United Nations include: violations of human 
rights in Eastern Europe, the ILO-ECOSOG report on the 
existence of forced labor in the Soviet Union, the question 
of atrocities committed against prisoners of war in the 
Korean conflict, and the question of restrictions placed on 
the liberty of Soviet wives of foreign nationals to leave 
the Soviet Union with their husbands. 

It has been the American position that forced labor 
bean; so close a resemblance to slavery, which for gener- 
ations has been regarded as a fit subject of international 
action, that it lias a rightful place on the agenda of the 
United Nations. It was also the American position that the 
Korean war prisoners issue deserved international airing. 
More generally, it is the American position that violations 
of human rights by the Soviet powers call for world con- 
sideration as symptomatic of new* oppressions, in contrast 
to the steady withering away of traditional colonialism. 

It has been the Indian position that these cases vote 
only ammunition m the cold war. In their consideration, 
the Indian delegates have remained silent, abstained, or, 
in the case of the forced labor report, disavowed the In- 
dian chairman of the investigating committee and de- 
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nounced the “misleading” and “deliberately set up selec- 
tivity” of the area of inquiry into the subject. The United 
States did not agree that die charges against Soviet viola- 
tions of human rights should be left without examination. 

Differences of focus between Indian and American ap- 
proaches to human rights have come out perhaps most 
clearly in recent years in the lengthy United Nations con- 
sideration of a universal covenant on human rights. The 
main principles under debate have been the role of an in- 
ternational organization in furthering human welfare and 
the ranking of priorities among the various human rights 
being considered. We can profitably refer to some of the 
items involved before returning to these principles. 

Throughout the discussions of an international bill of 
human rights, India’s vigorous lead has been in die direc- 
tion of a broad interpretation of the desirable scope of 
United Nations action. Indian delegates have appealed for 
United Nations action on behalf of freedom, the dignity 
of individuals, and a host of other generalized rights. In 
short, they have sought— along with other Asian nations as 
well as Middle Eastern and Latin American nations— to 
create treaties which like their otvn constitution would 
contain a broad statement of the goals to be achieved; they 
have sought to erect a standard in the human rights field 
toward which all peoples could strive. 

Acting on this pattern, Indian delegates succeeded in 
incorporating into the draft human rights covenants such 
goals as the “right of peoples and nations to self-determina- 
tion as a prerequisite to the full enjoyment of all funda- 
mental human rights." To implement this principle, India 
has favored an international human rights body to which 
individual complaints could be carried without clearance 
with national governments. Furthermore, the Indian gov- 
ernment has pressed tirelessly for increased United Na- 
tions supervision over the processes by which any people 
could be helped toward self-determination. 

It has also been the Indian position, taken in discussion 
on the draft convention on political rights of women, that 
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die rights expressed for wo men generally should be stipu- 
lated to be extended to women in non-self-governing and 
trust territories. On freedom of information, however, 
it has been the Indian position that governments should 
be given a right of international correction of distortions 
in news reporting. This has been regarded as a problem 
particularly for the underdeveloped countries, and the 
suggested remedy as a further step toward equal status. 

The United States position on these issnes has been 
rather more limited and reserved. Rather than pressing 
for a "maximum” definition of world-wide human rights 
through United Nations action, the United States has fol- 
lowed the patterns of its constitutional structure and taken 
a stand for treaty provisions that would proride a “floor” 
to support the relatively few civil and political rights 
that are generally— at least in nontotalitarian societies— ac- 
cepted throughout the world. Similarly, and in contrast to 
India and other Asian states, the United States has stood 
for a cautious attitude toward the implementation of such 
a treaty, refusing to go beyond a narrowly defined com- 
plaint procedure. Thus the United States has resisted 
broad interpretations of women's rights conventions, the 
power of governments to "correct” international news 
communications, and the authority of the United Nations 
to force the pace of self-determination in dependent areas. 

Similarly, when debate developed over the relative pri- 
ority of self-determination and other human rights, con- 
siderable differences of principle between Indian and 
American positions became apparent. It is the Indian posh 
don that self-determination is the necessary basis for all 
other human rights, and that it therefore must be the pri- 
mary objective of all efforts to expand hmntm rights. On 
this position India stands firm with die prevailing views 
of the Asian and African states that were represented at 
the Bandung Conference. The American position, while 
agreeing to the principle of self-determination, is some- 
what different— a position that lies between the views sub- 
scribed to by India and those of some of the United States' 
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allies in Europe. It is that all human rights are closely re- 
lated, that adequate institutions of justice, community 
willingness to finance their own affairs, and protection for 
minorities are inescapable components of viable self-deter- 
mination. 

In principle, the Indian rejection of this American posi- 
tion rests on the assumption that the American stand sup- 
ports and shelters delaying tactics by administering powers 
whose vested interests oppose dependent peoples’ will to 
self-determination. In principle, India has in the past 
favored direct United Nations guardianship for all de- 
pendent peoples— without the interposition of administer- 
ing powers. India also favors supervision of all dependent 
peoples by the Trusteeship Council, although this is con- 
sidered less satisfactory because of the influence therein of 
die major colonial powers. As a minimum, India would 
support a steady expansion of international supervision 
and control of dependent areas through the procedural 
provisions relating to trust and non-self-governing terri- 
tories. Here again >' principle, the United States has re- 
sisted the enlargement of United Nations governmental 
functions in this field, on die familiar ground that the 
United Nations is not an agency for superseding existing 
sovereignties. 

In practice, India and the United States have worked 
more closely together on problems relating to the trust and 
non-self-goveming territories dian their differences of 
vieivpoint would seem to indicate. Possible patterns for 
the future can be observed in India’s support of American 
efforts in the Trusteeship Council to moderate disputes 
and to find ways of assisting the movement of areas toward 
self-government but with preparatory periods and without 
trying to commit the administering powers to the obliga- 
tion of carrying out the principles advocated by India. 

So much for the high points of the record to date. What 
are the implications for Indian-American relations? In 
their approaches to domestic human rights policies, the 
differences between die domesdc constitutional systems 
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of India and the United States are greater than between 
their methods of implementing social advances. Similarly, 
in die international human rights field, the evidence sug- 
gests diat Indian-American differences arc greatest on such 
broad topics as the jurisdiction and powers of the United 
Nations and least where concrete economic, social and in- 
ternational pressures are involved. When the issue is one 
of interpreting the Charters domestic jurisdiction dame 
and defining the economic and social functions of the 
United Nations, India can be expected to stand for their 
expansion, while the United States can be expected to 
take a stand in favor of a more limited construction. But 
where the issue involved is, say, discrimination in South 
Africa, broad agreement between India and the United 
States can be assumed on the propositions that the 
apartheid system is unjust, that because of modern social 
and economic pressures, as well as humanitarian impulses 
and other forces, it is self-defeating and cannot endure, 
and that to the extent that foreign- * “‘A international ac- 
tion can make an effective, construe - r *5ntrihution, such 
action should be encouraged. Both the United States and 
India have laid more emphasis on these points in recent 
years than they did in the first years in which the South 
African case was raised before the United Nations. 

-The importance of human rights as a field of interaction 
between Indian and American principles, policies and 
interests cannot be overemphasized. In spite of some dif- 
ferences, the two countries share the common goal of a 
steady expansion of human rights both at home and 
throughout the world. Despite divergences in what each 
would call the "moral eyesight" of the of her, and in their 
approaches to the role of the United Nations and to the 
range of international action in human rights issues, India 
and the United States can, on the basis of their past records, 
be assumed to work more closely in practice on these prob- 
lems than they may stand in their general approach to 
dealing with them. 


Chapter 9 

CONCLUSION 


The preceding chapters have shown the common ground 
and the differences that have characterized Indian-Ameri- 
can relations. They have traced the development of the 
considerations that persuaded die United States to aban- 
don its traditional policies and assume in peacedme the 
heavy burden of military preparedness and of unparalleled 
foreign economic assistance. They have also traced the 
reasons that have since 1947 prompted India to put its 
faith in the Panclia Shil and to decide that it would try to 
serve as a “bridge” between the two sides in the cold war. 

This past pattern has revealed a number of differences, 
both as to understanding and as to foreign policy. In mat- 
ters of understanding and interpretation it has been the 
issues of communism and of broad security policies that 
have in the past caused the most concern. As for the first, 
in spite of abiding differences concerning the intentions 
of Communist powers, India and the United States have 
since 1956 been drawn a degree closer by the force of 
events. Since the denunciation of Stalin at the Twentieth 
Communist Party Congress in February of that year, more 
and more Indians have come to question Communist 
claims. The intervention of Soviet troops in the Hungarian 
national rising produced further disenchantment. Thus, 
although wide differences remain, at least in some ways 
India and the United States have come somewhat closer 
together in their evaluation of the Soviet Union. 

In the matter of broad security policies, however, no 
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such degree of rapprochement has taken place. While not 
arguing in the least about policies of protection against 
attack from immediate neighbors, the two nations were 
and continue to be very far apart in their attitudes toward 
nuclear weapons and toward security policies in the former 
colonial areas of Asia and Africa. India stands for imme- 
diate nuclear disarmament and the prohibition of the 
testing of nuclear weapons. The Indian government also 
believes that, since war can no longer "solve” broad inter- 
national disputes without mutual destruction, the method 
of conciliation must take its place. The United States on 
the other hand, while abhorring war and striving for dis- 
armament feels that peace can best be preserved through 
deterrent power which would curb a would-be aggressor. 
It is safe to predict that Americans would welcome any 
disarmament or nuclear control plan that effectively safe- 
guards this capability but would reject all proposals whose 
effect would be to diminish its relative capacity to deter 
aggression. 

In point of fact, it seems to many Americans that there 
is exact agreement between the principle of American 
strategy toward the Soviet Union and the principle of In- 
dian strategy toward Pakistan. The differences come in 
implementation. And here wc encounter not only nuclear 
weaponry as contrasted to "conventional" weaponry, but 
also the fact that the Indian security problem, so far as it 
relates to Pakistan, can be met within the territory of India 
and the surrounding seas whereas the American security 
problem must, by its nature and because of the reliance 
of many non-Communist countries on the American de- 
terrent power, spread across several continents. 

Security agreements involving countries in Asia as well 
as other continents might not seem so urgent to Ameri- 
cans if the "atomic stalemate" made all other military 
strategy irrelevant. In fact, the postwar Soviet record sug- 
gests to many Americans that this "stalemate 1 * might well 
lead thc'Russiam to conclude that they could safely under- 
take a limited aggression— say in Iran— on the assumption 
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that the United States would not expose Detroit to atomic 
retaliation and destruction in order to save Isfahan. There- 
fore these Americans believe that die free world must 
also have the means of meeting lesser aggression by meas- 
ures short of all-out war. Hence the stationing of Ameri- 
can troops abroad, the creation of indigenous forces, and, 
to some extent, the building of bases. 

To many Indians diis argument is shaky. They doubt 
the premises and feel that harmful side-effects of the policy 
have been ignored. Thus, many Indians question whether 
Soviet aggressiveness can or should be assumed as a fact 
of international politics; they are persuaded that Russia 
has no aggressive intentions against India and its immedi- 
ate neighbors. Furthermore, as we have seen, Indians tend 
to feel that pacts between the powerful United States and 
small, weak countries, especially in Asia, are likely to re- 
sult in the subordination of the Asian countries’ interests 
to those of the United States. By emphasizing military pre- 
paredness, these pacts— in the Indian view— divert needed 
resources from economic development. Furthermore, as 
the military capacity of such nations grows with American 
help, they become stronger not only against the threat of 
Soviet expansion but also in relation to their immediate 
neighbors— and the consequences of such changing power 
balances may disrupt regional relationships. These politi- 
cal complications, of which Indians became most sharply 
aware through the American military assistance program 
in Pakistan, fortify an already-strong Indian view that the 
fresh establishment of American arms in Asia, coming im- 
mediately after white armies have been forced out of Asia 
by the sweep of nationalism, is repugnant. If America, as 
it professes, wants to help Asia, it should, in this view, 
concentrate on providing badly-needed economic and tech- 
nical assistance. 

But, ask the Americans, is it really correct to treat mili- 
tary measures on the one hand and economic develop- 
ment and peaceful settlement of disputes on the other as 
alternative approaches to basic world problems? To be 
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sure, just what should be done in any particular area or 
country in the balancing of military and economic meas- 
ures is always debatable. Whether or not foreign assistance 
is available, there is the continuing problem of limited 
resources and competing demands, and often there is room 
lor differences in emphasis. But most Americans are con- 
vinced that underlying all the specific cases is a world 
situation in which the success of any one of these lines of 
actions is dependent on the concurrent pursuit of the 
other. Military' defense alone will not suffice to build de- 
mocracy and true security in the free world. But neither 
will measures of economic development alone provide 
basic security. The two must be considered together. Most 
Indians, however, hold— pointing to their own experience— 
that concurrent pursuit of military' measures and economic 
development is Impossible in the case of small new coun- 
tries of Asia, while limited measures of defense against 
local rivals may be attempted. 

Ir comes down to this: Americans and Indians agree that 
negotiation and persuasion are possible means of settling 
some issues -with the Communist powers, but most Indians 
argue that the United States should lay more emphasis on 
these means, at least where Asia is involved, whereas it js 
believed in the United States that free-world countries 
can hope for a satisfactory solution on major issues only 
when they are in a position to prevent the Soviet Union 
from getting any major part of the result it scant $ by vise 
of force— or at least to make the process so costly as to dis- 
suade the Soviet Union from undertaking aggression. 

In addition to these questions of interpretation and un- 
derstanding, the two nations have been sharply divided on 
policy matters concerning the Soviet Union and China 
on the one hand and Pakistan on the other. In part these 
differences arise from the differences in interpretation 
mentioned above, in part they arise from differing esti- 
mates of the national security and its requirements. Since 
these policy differences are the expressions of strongly held 
and widely supported convictions among the two peoples 
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—convictions to which they have been brought by their 
particular experiences— it is unlikely that either will dis- 
count at the other’s bidding the threat which it sees in 
these countries or that it will lower its guard. Only dis- 
tinct and dependable improvements in the two situations, 
which reassure the United States and India respectively, 
are likely to produce any significant policy changes and, 
consequently, to bring the two nations closer on these 
matters. 

These differences have not however prevented India and 
the United States from cooperating on some major issues. 
In the Suez crisis of 1956 the two nations worked along 
similar lines. American policy in this instance startled In- 
dian opinion and iron more respect for the United States 
in India than any other American action in recent yean. 
The Nehru-Eisenhower conference in December of the 
same year was a welcome indication of the interest the 
two leaders felt in closer contact and more intimate ex- 
change of views. Although it is obviously impossible to be 
categorical about the results of the talks, it is a matter of 
record that since that conference the two governments 
have shown noticeable restraint in their official comments 
on each other’s policies. As examples, one might adduce 
Indian comments on the so-called Eisenhower Doctrine 
and on developments in the Middle East, and American 
comments during and just after the Security Council de- 
bates on Kashmir in early 1957. For whatever reason, 
there is little doubt that for the time being at least there 
is a greater willingness on the part of the United States 
and India to live with their policy differences— and this 
is a welcome development. 

In speaking of cooperation between the two nations it 
is also important to point out that the differences that have 
existed between India and the United States have not pre- 
vented the flow of substantial American economic aid to 
India. Indeed, an increasing number of Americans are 
watching with keen interest India’s efforts at economic de- 
velopment, believing that India’s success could serve as a 
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demonstration to other underdeveloped areas of the possi- 
bilities inherent in a democratic political process. It is of 
course recognized on both sides that there are problems 
and difficulties ahead and there are some differences as to 
how best to deal with them. 

It is clear that in the future the interest of India and 
the United States will be locked together even more closely 
by the compulsions of geography, communications and 
world politics. The two nations may need each others co- 
operation in some crucial ways— in matters of peace and 
war and in dealing with problems that will be encountered 
by the newly independent states. Furthermore, there is no 
reason to doubt that India and the United States will con- 
tinue to be strongly attracted to each other by the simi- 
larity in their ideals, their mutual abhorrence of tear and 
aggression, and their common concern that Asia as well 
as other pans of the world should grow in economic health 
and political stability. 

In discussing differences and similarities between the 
two countries it is of course insufficient to stop with policy 
matters. Equally and sometimes more important in deter- 
mining differences and in improving relations arc the con- 
cepts of cadi other held by the peoples of the nations in- 
volved. Here we are dealing with intangibles, but since 
India and the United States are in truth just coming to 
know each other, the field needs exploration. It is not. too 
much to hope that an improvement in communication be- 
tween the two peoples can and will lead to a better and 
more sympathetic understanding of the problems and 
anxieties that beset each of them. 

In earlier chapters there has been reference— perhaps 
too much reference— to "the” Indian view and "the” 
American view of various issues. This is of course too sharp 
a dichotomy. The millions of people in either country 
have their individual opinions and emotions, which are 
often imprecise and ambivalent. Even the thousands in 
each country who have come into personal contact with 
the other tend to make their apptaisaJs on the bash of 
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mental images, stereotypes, and individual contacts that 
both attract and repel them. 

If you were to ask one hundred Indians how they im- 
agine the United States, the responses would vary greatly. 
Many would know the names of Washington, Franklin and 
Lincoln as well as of more recent Americans. The Ameri- 
can Declaration of Independence and Bill of Rights -would 
doubtless have impressed some of them. Many would de- 
scribe the United States as a vigorous country which has 
grown rapidly to a position of great power, and they might 
admire or fear this growth, or both. Some would argue 
that the United States in recent years has become im- 
perialist, an international meddler, a warmonger. (A lim- 
ited public opinion poll taken in West Bengal in 1955 
shocked Americans with its report that a high percentage 
of those questioned regarded American policies as the 
most likely cause for a third world war.) Many others, how- 
ever, while suggesting that the United States does some- 
times "throw its weight about’’ and is not above using 
economic assistance for political leverage, would quickly 
deny that the more extreme beliefs represent Indian think- 
ing generally. Quite a few would hold that the policies of 
the United States, more than of any other nation, can de- 
termine whether the world will have peace or war and 
prosperity or poverty. They would probably admit to fear- 
ing as well as appreciating such great power. Still others 
would base their comments on the images of American 
gangsters of the prohibition era— an image that has been 
made familiar through American films. 

If, reversing the process, you were to ask one hundred 
Americans how they imagine India, the replies would be 
equally diverse. Although India has not until recent years 
impinged so strongly on the consciousness of most Ameri- 
cans as, say, China, quite a few would refer to varying 
early impressions gained from Kipling or missionaries on 
furlough. The names of Gandhi and, after him, Nehru 
would be widely known. There would be a tvidespread im- 
pression of India's poverty but a good many would also 
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.mention Indin’s recent independence and its experiment 
in democracy, its strong push for economic development, 
and its efforts to modernize its social system as well- Some 
would talk of India's foreign policy, and among these a 
number would doubtless describe it as being "soft" on 
communism. While some would talk of India’s ‘’annexa- 
tion’’ of Kashmir, others would show more concern with 
India's being "neutral— leaning the other way." At the 
same time there would probably be more appreciation 
than a few’ years ago of the reasons for India’s policy of 
nonalignmcnt, 

Bencath such impressions as these undoubtedly lie others 
that may have even stronger effect on the attitudes held 
in one country toward the other. It would be misleading, 
for example, to discount tire distrust of power or the strong 
sensitivity to domination of colored peoples by white peo- 
ples that are deeply imbedded in Indian culture. Similarly, 
it would be deceptive to ignore the continuing influence 
on American policy of the cultural and emotional ties that 
exist between die bulk of the American people and the 
peoples of Europe, 

Certainly, the understanding of each other's aspirations, 
emotions and outlooks which in the long run must under- 
lie sound relations has yet far to go in both nations. Last- 
ing change in these difficult matters can be expected to 
come only slowly. Even so, there are steps that India and 
the United States are taking and can take to speed the 
process. 

Contacts between the people of the two countries are 
growing apace. Since World War It a good many Indian 
students— currently about 2,500 a year— have gone to the 
United States for education and training. Citizens of India 
by the hundreds have seen the United States through dip- 
lomatic missions to Washington -or to the United Nations 
or through business, scientific, technological or academic 
assignments. Similarly, many more Americans than before 
have recently come to know India at first band, either 
through consultative missions, as students, or— in mams- 
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ing numbers— as tourists. Indian art and textile exhibitions 
in the United States and the appearance of a leading Indian 
dancer on Broadway are balanced by visits of an American 
ballet group or symphony orchestra to Indian cities. 

It is true that some Indians in America and some Ameri- 
cans in India have difficult, even distasteful, experiences. 
Yet the weight of evidence is all on the side of satisfaction 
and profit in these personal exchanges. They seem to be 
generally most successful when the visitors and their hosts 
are engaged in common tasks. For an Indian student in 
the United States there should probably be less concern 
about the ideological meeting of minds and more about 
the activities that he engages in, such as, for example, the 
study of engineering. 

More can be done in both countries in education. In 
American schools little has been taught about the history 
of India, its traditions, and its form of government. Nor 
have United States history and institutions figured much 
in Indian curricula, which have been traditionally domi- 
nated by a British approach. 

Even in the day-to-day flow of news between the two 
countries much remains to be achieved. The cost of main- 
taining overseas correspondents is admittedly high, but 
direct interpretation of the American scene by more than 
one or two Indian correspondents and wider coverage of 
India for Americans— not just to explain political issues 
or to note sensational events, but to give some sense of the 
variety of human experience— should be within the avail- 
able resources. 

In spite of recent efforts to promote public knowledge 
and appreciation of the cultural achievements and living 
conditions of the two peoples, little more than a begin- 
ning has been made. Although some things can be done 
by governments, much more can be expected from private 
effort along various lines: in the universities, in business 
and professional contacts, in the field of public entertain- 
ment, and through firsthand experience of actual condi- 
tions in India and the United States. Through this expan- 
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sioil of personal experience in many fields, mutual respect 
and appreciation can develop and unreal stereotypes be 
moderated if not removed. And this expansion of contacts 
can be important also in policy terms because they can 
provide a sound basis for the realistic consideration of 
differences in policy and the reasons for these differences. 
This is not to suggest that good cultural relations will 
eliminate differences in policy*. 

Despite the differences of approach anc! of policy' dint 
have so far troubled Indian-American relations and dint 
may for some time continue to do so, this study has shown 
that the mutual interests of India and die United States 
far outweigh die differences, that it is strongly in the in- 
terests of both India and the United States for the two 
countries to cooperate effectively on important world prob- 
lems, and that the mutual advantage of cooperation is 
being increasingly recognised in both countries as their 
policy Interests touch at a growing number of points. There 
is clear evidence that both peoples wish piofoundly to live 
in a world of peace and progress. Despite difficulties they 
should be able to work toward this goal in closer cooper- 
ation in the future than they have in the past. 
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